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SUMMARY OF SUBJECT MATTER 


TO: Members, Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure 

FROM: Staff, Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure 

RE: Full Committee Hearing on “Surface Transportation Reauthorization Bill: Laying 

the Foundation for U.S. Economic Grovv’th and Job Creation Part T' 


PURPOSE 

The Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure will meet on Wednesday, February 
1 1 , 201 5 at 1 0:00 a.m. in 2 1 67 Rayburn House Office Building to receive testimony related to 
reauthorization of the federal surface transportation programs. The Committee will hear from the 
U.S. Department of Transportation. 


BACKGROUND 

The Importance of Transportation Infrastructure 

Transportation infrastructure provides a strong physical platfomi that facilitates economic 
growth, ensures global competitiveness, and supports national security. In addition, it affords 
Americans a good quality of life by enabling them travel to and from work, to conduct business, 
and to visit family and friends. 

The Nation’s transportation infrastructure is an extensive network of highways, airports, 
railroads, public transit systems, waterways, ports, and pipelines. Over 4 million miles of public 
roads connect with nearly 20,000 airports, over 161,000 miles of railroad (freight and passenger), 
over 272,000 miles of public transit route miles, over 2.4 million miles of pipeline, over 25,000 
miles of navigable waterways, and 360 commercial ports.' 

The surface transportation components of this broader system play an integral part in the 
movement of people and goods. Specifically, highways earned more than 2.9 trillion vehicle 


U.S. Department of Transportation, Bureau of Transportation Statistics, 2015 Pocket Guide to Transportation; 
Federal Railroad Administration, The Freight Rail Network; Federal Transit Administration, National Transit 
Database; American Association of Port Authorities, U.S. Public Port Facts. 
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miles (including cars, trucks, motorcycles, and buses) and public transportation carried over 55 
billion passenger miles in 2012? In 2012, all modes of transportation moved more than 1 9.6 
billion tons of freight, valued at over $17.3 trillion (in 2007 dollars).^ Of that total, trucks moved 
more than 13.1 billion tons, valued at over $1 1.1 trillion.'* 

The Federal Role in Transportation Infrastructure 

Providing the Nation with transportation infrastructure has long been recognized as a 
federal responsibility that is shared with state and local partners. The Constitution establishes 
congressional jurisdiction over transportation in Article 1 , Section 8, which directs Congress to 
establish post roads and to regulate interstate commerce. The two Supreme Court cases of 
Monongahela Navigation Company V. United States, 148 U.S. 312 (1893) and Wilson v. Shaw, 
204 U.S. 24 (1907) have further highlighted the role and responsibility of Congress in providing 
public infrastructure. Monongahela Navigation Company held, in part, that the federal 
government has the power to regulate commerce between states even if it means condemning 
and appropriating a lock and dam on a navigable waterway, and Wilson held that the Commerce 
Clause of the United States Constitution authorizes Congress to establish an interstate highway 
system. 

Federal assistance for highway construction began in the early 20"’ century when 
Congress provided $500,000 for highway construction in the Postal Service Appropriations Act 
of 1912. in 1944, Congress authorized significant expanded federal assistance for construction of 
a “National System of Interstate Highways.” Without a dedicated source of revenue, however, 
construction of the Interstate System stalled. 

The landmark Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1 956 and Highway Revenue Act of 1 956 
authorized significant funding for a 41,000-mile National System of Interstate and Defense 
Highways and established the Highway Trust Fund (HTF) as the mechanism for financing the 
accelerated highway investment. To finance the increased authorizations, the Revenue Act 
increased federal excise taxes paid by highway users and provided that these revenues should be 
credited to the Highway Trust Fund. This dedicated funding mechanism provided financial 
certainty for the highway program, including the Interstate Program. The 13-year authorization 
of the 1956 Act gave the states the continuity needed to develop and build highway projects. 
Since 1956, Congress has regularly reauthorized federal surface transportation programs. 

MAP-21 

Congress most recently reauthorized federal surface transportation programs in Moving 
Ahead for Progress in the 21®’ Century Act (MAP-21; P.L. 1 12-Hl), which was enacted on July 
6, 2012. MAP-21 authorized federal-aid highways, highway safe'ty, and highway research and 
development programs at $40.96 billion for fiscal year 2013 and $41 .03 billion for fiscal year 
2014. For public transportation programs, the law- authorized $10.58 billion for fiscal year 2013 
and $10.7 billion for fiscal year 2014. The Transportation Infrastructure Financing and 


‘ U.S, Department of Transportation, Bureau ofTransportation Statistics, 2015Pockel Guide to rmnsporialion; 
Bureau of Transportation Statistics, Table 1-40. 

’ U.S. Department ofTransportation, Federal Highway Administration, Freight Facts and Figures, 2013. 

^ Id. 
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Innovation Act (TIFIA), which provides credit assistance for surface transportation projects, 
received a significant expansion of authorization to approximately $1 billion a year. 

MAP-21 made significant programmatic and policy reforms to federal surface 
transportation programs. Among those reforms, it consolidated or eliminated nearly 70 U.S. 
Department of Transportation (U.S. DOT) programs, which afforded state and local partners 
greater flexibility with the use of their federal funding. MAP-21 reformed the project approval 
and delivery process for highway and public transportation projects, which allows projects to 
begin construction faster, maximizing the public investment and benefit. MAP-21 also 
emphasizes performance management by incorporating performance measures into the highway, 
transit, and highway safety programs, which focuses federal funding on national transportation 
goals, increases accountability and transparency, and improves transportation planning and 
project selection. 

MAP-21 was set to expire on September 30, 2014. In the summer of 2014, Congress 
passed and the President signed the Highway and Transportation Funding Act of 2014 (HTF Act) (P. 
L. 113-1 59) in order to extend MAP-2 1 through May 3 1 , 20 1 5. As a result, reauthorization of 
federal surface transportation programs is a priority for the 1 14"' Congress. 

GROW AMERICA Act 

In May 2014, the Obama Administration submitted to Congress the Generating Renewal, 
Opportunity, and Work with Accelerated Mobility, Efficiency, and Rebuilding of Infrastructure 
and Communities throughout America Act (GROW AMERICA Act) - a 4-year, $302 billion 
proposal to reauthorize federal surface transportation programs. The proposal includes 
substantial funding increases for and policy changes to federal surface transportation programs. 

As part of the fiscal year 2016 budget request, the Obama Administration has revised the 
GROW AMERICA Act to be a 6-year, $478 billion proposal. An updated proposal that reflects 
the increased length and funding level along with other refinements is expected in the near term. 


WITNESS LIST 


The Honorable Anthony Foxx 
Secretary of Transportation 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
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SURFACE TRANSPORTATION REAUTHORIZA- 
TION BILL: LAYING THE FOUNDATION FOR 
U.S. ECONOMIC GROWTH AND JOB CRE- 
ATION, PART 1 


WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 11, 2015 

House of Representatives, 

Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, 

Washington, DC. 

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:03 a.m. in Room 
2167, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Bill Shuster (Chairman 
of the committee) presiding. 

Mr. Shuster. The committee will come to order. I want to wel- 
come everybody here to today’s hearing, and welcome our distin- 
guished witness, the Honorable Anthony Foxx, Secretary of Trans- 
portation. I was concerned he was going to get caught up in the 
congestion of Washington, DC, but he made it on time. So that is 
good news. 

This is our first hearing of the year on surface transportation re- 
authorization, one of our top priorities of this committee, and I be- 
lieve it is one of the top priorities of this Congress, and it rightly 
should be. 

We are actively working together with Ranking Member DeFazio 
and our colleagues on the other side of the aisle for this committee 
to write a bill that is good for America. I am confident that, work- 
ing with leaders in the House and the Senate, and the Ways and 
Means Committee, and others, we can figure out our funding 
issues. 

By passing a good bill, we can ensure America’s quality of life, 
and facilitate economic growth for years to come. So I look forward 
to hearing from Secretary Foxx about the importance of this legis- 
lation, and now call on Ranking Member DeFazio. 

Mr. DeFazio. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Secretary, 
welcome. Thank you for being here today. Thanks for holding this 
hearing. 

Mr. Chairman, I feel a tremendous sense of urgency. I know we 
are working toward a long-term authorization, and we have sub- 
stantial goals in common there. But the May 31st deadline really 
is of concern to me. We have already had States — for instance, Ten- 
nessee and Arkansas — say that they are going to either postpone 
or cancel projects for this construction season. 

You know, other States are looking at the same problem. Fifty- 
two percent of the total outlays in States are due to Federal con- 
tributions, and in 11 States it is 70 percent or more. So we are 

( 1 ) 
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looking at grinding to a halt pretty quick. I mean it is coming on 
construction season very, very soon. 

We know the total need. The bridges — if we have the bridge 
slide — there was a wonderful graphic that the Washington Post put 
together. This is the bridge problem in America. You know, I have 
thought for years maybe we could get the public’s attention if we 
had to post every bridge that is either structurally deficient or 
functionally obsolete with a sign that says, “Caution: You are about 
to drive over a bridge that is structurally deficient or functionally 
obsolete.” But look at the magnitude of this problem. That is good. 
Thanks, Helena. 

So, that is what we need to address in the long-term bill — 
147,000 bridges; transit has an $86 billion backlog. I was hoping 
that Secretary didn’t come on transit, because that is breaking 
down, and sometimes even causing accidents that are killing peo- 
ple. We need massive investment there. And then our highway sys- 
tem also needs this sort of investment. We are falling behind the 
rest of the world. 

I often would refer to the U.S. in speeches that I give about this 
as becoming third world. And our colleague, Mr. Blumenauer called 
me after his speech and said, “That is very insulting.” 

I said, “Well, you know the depth and the breadth of the prob- 
lem.” 

He said, ‘Yes. No, it is insulting to third-world countries, because 
they are spending a higher percentage of their GDP on transpor- 
tation, infrastructure investments, than the United States of Amer- 
ica.” 

So, I have taken to calling us fourth world. We had led the world, 
post-World War II. Now we are vaulting to the rear of the pack by 
allowing our legacy system, the Eisenhower system, the 20th-cen- 
tury system, to fall apart. And we have not put forward the re- 
sources or the policies to begin to build a 21st-century system, and 
that is why we are here today, to hear the ideas of Secretary Foxx, 
and begin this process. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Shuster. Thank you, Mr. DeFazio. And if most folks took 
notice to that, Pennsylvania is the worst of the worst up there with 
bridges, more deficient bridges than anybody. And, to Mr. 
DeFazio’s point 

Mr. DeFazio. Well, it is 

Mr. Shuster. Well, the center is Republican. Philadelphia and 
Pittsburgh are blue. 

But to Mr. DeFazio’s point, Pennsylvania did not solve its fund- 
ing problem until they started to post bridges. And when they 
started to post bridges and close bridges, so people had to go miles 
out of their way, that is when everybody started to get serious. 
So 

Mr. DeFazio. Could we then discuss the mandatory idea of post- 
ing every bridge 

Mr. Shuster. We can discuss everything you want, Mr. DeFazio. 

[Laughter.] 

Mr. Shuster. Again, I ask unanimous consent that our witness’s 
full statement be included in the record. 

[No response.] 
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Mr. Shuster. Without objection, so ordered. 

Mr. Secretary, since you are the only show in town today, don’t 
be constrained by the 5-minute clock. If you feel you need to talk 
more, we are happy to listen to you, because, again, we are glad 
you are here today, excited to hear from you. 

And, with that, I would like to call on Mr. Meadows to introduce 
the Secretary. 

Mr. Meadows. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is a pleasure to wel- 
come my good friend to the committee. And I say that because 
many of us have been here when you were confirmed. And cer- 
tainly, with great expectations, as being a proud North Carolinian, 
we were honored with your appointment, and it came with great 
expectation. And I will — in a very bipartisan way, you have not dis- 
appointed. 

I want to just say thank you so much for your work, for your 
dedication, for your commitment to make sure that the infrastruc- 
ture that commerce needs and the people of this great country need 
is funded. You have always been open, you have been willing to 
work with us and explore every option. 

So, I thank you for your commitment to work with this com- 
mittee, and with the chairman, specifically. 

The little fun fact that I would like to talk about — I always try 
to find a fun fact — it is good to know that, during the State of the 
Union Address, that you were designated as the designated sur- 
vivor that, in case of a major event, you would have had everything 
under your control. 

So, welcome, Mr. Secretary. It is an honor to have you. 

Secretary Foxx. Thank you. 

Mr. Shuster. Thank you, Mr. Meadows. And, with that, I recog- 
nize the Secretary. 

TESTIMONY OF HON. ANTHONY R. FOXX, SECRETARY, U.S. 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Secretary Foxx. Mr. Chairman and Ranking Member DeFazio, 
and to my good friend from North Carolina, Representative Mead- 
ows, I want to say thank you for having me here today, as well as 
to the entire committee. 

One thing about being a designated survivor is that I had plenty 
of time to think about these issues during the State of the Union. 
And, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is February. 
This is a month in which we typically celebrate Groundhog Day. 
And I am told that groundhogs all across America did something 
unusual this year; they did predict the weather, predicting that the 
winter will last 6 weeks longer. But they also predicted this year 
that Congress will pass a 6-year surface transportation bill. 

[Laughter.] 

Secretary Foxx. So I am really excited about that. 

Seriously, it does feel a bit like Groundhog Day. Over the past 
year, I have been to 41 States, and more than 100 communities all 
across America. And every place I go, I see the same thing over and 
over again, a community that has a to-do list, and the list is longer 
this year than it was last year. And those lists have been growing 
over many, many years. 
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Meanwhile, here in Washington, we are doing less and less to 
help. So I want to crystalize the three basic problems I believe a 
transportation bill can help us fix. 

First, we need to take better care of the system we have. The 
Brent Spence Bridge is not the only bridge in America that needs 
to be replaced or repaired. One-quarter of our Nation’s bridges are 
in similar shape. But it is a good example. The Brent Spence 
Bridge connects Kentucky and Ohio. It is more than 50 years old, 
and is carrying more than twice the traffic it was designed for. 
Concrete is now falling from the bridge’s ramps onto cars parked 
below. There is no money to fix it, not the Brent Spence Bridge, 
and not thousands of other bridges like it across the country. 

In fact, just last night we got news about a structurally deficient 
bridge on the Maryland side of the Capital Beltway. Concrete start- 
ed falling and fell on the roadway below, badly damaging a car 
passing through. Fortunately, this time, the driver survived. But 
make no mistake; infrastructure and disrepair has the potential to 
harm and kill. Our country is too great to allow our infrastructure 
to fall apart. We must do something. 

Second, aside from tackling deferred maintenance, we need to 
build new things again. Our Nation is growing by 70 million people 
over the next 30 years. That growth is coming largely in the south 
and western parts of our country. And we will choke on that 
growth if we are not careful. That is why, when we hear the State 
DOT secretary in fast-growing Tennessee say he is canceling $400 
million in projects due to funding uncertainty here in Washington, 
we should all be concerned. 

The same is true when we hear about Arkansas, which just post- 
poned 3 projects on top of the 15 projects that were postponed in 
2014. At a time when we should be building more, we are building 
less. We need to do something. 

Finally, we need to make sure that the transportation system is 
smarter, more efficient, and more effective. That is why DOT sent 
you the GROW AMERICA Act last year. The GROW AMERICA 
Act includes — and I think many of you will agree with me — tools 
to ensure that we are better stewards of taxpayer dollars. Among 
other policy proposals, such as those that would have enhanced 
safety, the GROW AMERICA Act would have cut redtape and 
streamlined the permitting process. That way we can get projects 
done faster, and remove barriers to private investment, and do so 
in a way that does not compromise the environment. 

We need those dollars to help tackle our infrastructure deficit. 
Creating capacity through more efficiency is another way to help 
us get there. Every dollar saved due to reduced delay creates more 
capacity in the system. And, again, there is more we can do on that 
front. 

All three of these components — fixing what we have, building 
more, and being smarter and more efficient — work together. It is 
a package deal. But here is the other point I want to make today. 
In many ways, it is the most important point. We could be 1,000 
times more efficient. But the fundamental way the Government has 
been investing will still fall short of meeting our needs if we don’t 
invest more. 
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As the State DOT director in Arkansas said, “The Federal Gov- 
ernment is putting States in a real bind.” That is because, over the 
last 6 years. Congress has funded our transportation system with 
32 short-term measures, including the latest one, which will expire 
this May, right at the beginning of construction season. 

My guess is that there are State DOTs right now today that are 
scanning their project lists over the next few months, in trying to 
figure out which projects they can do, and which ones they will 
have to cut off. Instead of saying, “Build, build, build,” Congress 
has been saying, “Stop.” Not just in Tennessee, not just in Arkan- 
sas, but across America. 

So, here is what we plan to do. In the coming weeks we will in- 
troduce a new and improved GROW AMERICA Act, one that pro- 
vides 6 years of funding, and more of it, for the system we need. 
The system needs us to stop budgeting to numbers. We need to 
budget for results. The Highway Trust Fund balance is a number. 
It is not an outcome. Studies show, from CBO to industry groups, 
to our own study and research at DOT, that merely replenishing 
the Highway Trust Fund will keep us at a funding level that falls 
short of meeting even our maintenance needs. 

Meeting basic maintenance, even if we did that, does nothing to 
meet the needs of a growing Nation, in terms of new capacity. That 
is why the new GROW AMERICA Act will increase surface trans- 
portation investment to the tune of $487 billion over 6 years. 

Now, $487 billion sounds like enough to choke a horse, as we say 
in North Carolina. But against what we need, it is not such a big 
number. It is doable. And keep in mind that others are calling for 
far, far more than we are. We have also hammered way down on 
the pay-for through pro-growth business tax reform. 

So, today I say, “Let’s play to win as a country again. Let’s get 
back in the transportation business in a significant way.” And, to 
do so, we need you to set the ceiling, not the floor. I believe this 
committee, on a bipartisan basis, can do that. I believe this com- 
mittee can produce a bill that is truly transformative, and that 
brings our country together. 

So, I look forward to working with all of you, and I am looking 
forward to your questions. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Shuster. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. We appreciate the testi- 
mony. 

And one of the things you said that really stuck out there was 
budget for results. And I think that is what we need to do. When 
you hear both sides of the aisle, both sides of the Capitol, both ends 
of Pennsylvania Avenue, everybody is talking about a long-term 
bill, and across America. I am happy to say — not for good reasons, 
necessarily, but happy to say, every time I turn the TV on, or open 
up the newspaper, people are writing stories about the need to in- 
vest in our infrastructure. So budgeting for results, I think, is key 
to that. 

There are many out there that say, “Oh, we spend enough and, 
you know, we are not getting the best bang for our buck,” which, 
in some cases, that may be true. But I tend to side with you on, 
you know, we need to build things, because we are headed towards 
that 400 million population in the future. 
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So, my question to you is, I know that you have done a lookout 
30 years, and know what we need to do. So, in this bill coming up, 
what are some of the things that you might recommend that we do 
to speed up the process, and give States more flexibility to be able 
to move these projects forward? 

Because, as I travel the country time and time again, you see 
these projects that take so long. And I was — a couple of days ago, 
in a place where they had a project that was a $180 million project. 
That was 5 years ago. Now it is $230 million, and it is because we 
go through this process that it takes so long. 

So, again, looking out in your crystal ball 30 years, and the study 
you have done, what are some of the things that you might rec- 
ommend to us? And what are some of the things you might rec- 
ommend to give the States the flexibility so they can move for- 
ward? 

And I will say this again publicly. You know, one of the things 
that impresses me most about you, and the experience you have, 
most important I think, is being a big-city mayor, and so you have 
dealt with every crappy Federal program that we have sent out 
there, and you understand, firsthand, how we need to streamline. 
So “crappy” is a technical term here in the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

[Laughter.] 

Mr. Shuster. So, Mr. Secretary, please. 

Secretary Foxx. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I have had many of those 
sandwiches. 

[Laughter.] 

Secretary Foxx. Let me offer a couple of thoughts. First of all, 
just to set the premise, we did this Beyond Traffic survey to look 
at the system. What is the system doing for us now? What does it 
need to do for us down the road? 

Some of the facts are pretty compelling: We are going to see a 
60-percent increase in truck traffic over the next 30 years. We are 
going to have 70 million more people, all of whom are going to be 
trying to get from one place to another. We are going to find that 
many of our freight networks across the country that are congested 
today are likely to get more congested, unless there is some relief. 

So, when you ask about speeding up projects, I think that is a 
critically important issue, because it goes to public confidence, and 
it also goes to saving resources and getting more out of what we 
spend. 

We think there are a couple of things we can do in that vein. 
First, we should try to operationalize some of the lessons we have 
learned from our concurrent review processes at DOT. Over the 
last several years, following the Recovery Act, there was an effort 
to put some national projects up on a dashboard. We put inter- 
agency teams together to review the permitting associated with 
those projects. It was, like, 50 projects. We did the permitting re- 
views all at the same table. We were able to get those reviews done 
in a much shorter time. 

The Tappan Zee Bridge in New York, for instance, had about 3 
to 5 years of permitting baked into it from the beginning. We were 
able to get it done in 18 months, using that method. The good thing 
about it is that it doesn’t jeopardize the equities of any of those 
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issues, it just front-ends the conversation about permitting. So we 
think we can operationalize that. That was suggested in the last 
GROW AMERICA Act. And it is another issue I think we can work 
together on. 

Another issue on permitting is the fact that, even within DOT, 
we sometimes have duplicative permitting requirements. For in- 
stance, if there is a bridge that has a transit project on it, both en- 
vironmental reviews have to be done under current law. We think 
there should be a way to consolidate those studies so that only one 
is necessa^. 

On the issue of State flexibility, we have had good success with 
programs like the TIGER program. And I think that if we had 
some dedicated programs such as a freight program that was a 
similar competition among States, it would free the States up to ac- 
tually start planning and doing major projects of scale that will 
help us relieve congestion in our freight areas. So that is an exam- 
ple of where I think we can go. 

Mr. Shuster. Thank you. With that, I will recognize Mr. DeFazio 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DeFazio. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Secretary, thank 
you. 

I would observe that the additional funding you are proposing 
would put us right at the point — if the gas tax had been indexed 
over time for construction cost inflation, that is about the amount 
of money we would collect this year. So it isn’t some major — I mean 
it is obviously a major investment, but it is really kind of the path 
that we should have been on all along. 

Now, we aren’t going to see mandatory repatriation, probably, 
out of this Congress; the Republicans don’t support it. And we are 
not going to see it by May 31st. So do we have a backup plan, or 
a short-term proposal on how we are going to get through the next 
construction season? Anything that might relate to existing user 
fees and some sort of adjustment to those, or any other proposal? 

Secretary Foxx. Well, I have to say that, in terms of the pay-for 
we have suggested, we have put our cards on the table. We very 
openly said to Congress that, if there are other ideas that emerge, 
we are willing to hear those ideas and consider them. We haven’t 
taken any other pay-for off the table. And, to my knowledge, we 
will not. 

Mr. DeFazio. OK. I thought I had seen a statement from some- 
one at the White House fairly recently where they didn’t support 
an increase in the gas tax. 

Secretary Foxx. Well, we support our proposal, but we 

Mr. DeFazio. No, I am just saying — just say Congress looked at 
indexing the gas tax, or, you know, maybe some on the Senate side. 
Republicans have proposed an increase in the gas tax. You know, 
don’t hear that much on this side, except what has been intro- 
duced. Or I proposed a barrel tax. I mean are those things all po- 
tentially possible with this administration? 

Secretary Foxx. We are all ears. 

Mr. DeFazio. OK. 

Secretary Foxx. But I think what we have got to focus on is the 
fact that we do have time limitations here, and we do think our 
proposal is practical. 
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Mr. DeFazio. Right. 

Secretary Foxx. There is bipartisan interest in going towards 

Mr. DeFazio. Right, but — I understand. But there is a big dif- 
ference between, you know, the kind of repatriation we did before, 
which lost money, which is what is generally supported by the Re- 
publicans, and mandatory repatriation and actually overt taxation 
of overseas assets, which the administration supports, which, I 
have got to tell you, I am afraid is a nonstarter with this Congress, 
you know. I would be happy to support something like that along 
those lines, but the other side of the aisle won’t. 

So, I am just saying — you know, you are Secretary of Transpor- 
tation. When is it going to be, if we don’t have funding in place by 
the end of May, when will you notify States that you are going to 
slow down reimbursements? 

Secretary Foxx. Well, I am hearing differently about the busi- 
ness tax reform, but that is a political question 

Mr. DeFazio. Sure. 

Secretary Foxx [continuing]. And we are happy to 

Mr. DeFazio. It isn’t even this committee’s jurisdiction. 

Secretary Foxx. But we will probably do as we did in the last 
crisis. After May we will be watching very carefully the fund bal- 
ance in the Highway Trust Fund. We expect that at current spend- 
ing levels we will likely have to notify States in the June timeline 
of our cash management measures. I would expect that our cash 
management measures would mimic what we were proposing last 
time. 

Mr. DeFazio. Right. And, as I stated at the beginning, some 
States, in anticipation of that, are already postponing projects for 
this construction year. Have you heard that same thing? 

Secretary Foxx. Yeah, talked about two of them already. I do 
think they are all scanning their programs of work this year to fig- 
ure out what they are going to do. 

Frankly, from their standpoint. May is actually late in the game. 

Mr. DeFazio. I know, right. 

Secretary Foxx. So they are going to have to be making decisions 
before May. 

Mr. DeFazio. OK. Thank you. 

One other issue we discussed earlier this year, you called me 
about what you are doing with the cross-border program regarding 
Mexican trucks. I expressed a number of concerns to you, including 
the fact that there isn’t much of a regulatory agency on their side, 
enforcement, et cetera. And it is my understand that the Federal 
Motor Carrier Safety Administration has submitted comments to 
Mexico about their concerns. Would you provide those comments, 
please, to the committee, so we can understand what safety con- 
cerns and inadequacies are on the other side of the border? 

Secretary Foxx. We will respond to you in writing. 

Mr. DeFazio. OK. 

Secretary Foxx. Yes, sir. 

[The information appears in Secretary Foxx’s response to Con- 
gressman DeFazio’s question for the record on p. 85.] 

Mr. DeFazio. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Shuster. Thank you. I recognize Mr. Mica for 5 minutes. 
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Mr. Mica. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and welcome, Mr. Sec- 
retary. 

First, let me give you the good news and the pat on the back. 
Some of the provisions that we put in MAP-21 allowing public-pri- 
vate partnerships — you spoke to capacity, and we have got to in- 
crease capacity. Believe it or not, our responsibility is also the 
interstate highways, the Federal interstate highways, and we need 
to do more there. 

That legislation has led to us in central Florida to take 20 miles 
of most congested metropolitan area and expand it to Mr. — goes 
through part of Mr. Webster, my district, Ms. Brown’s district. On 
Sunday we actually started that project, this past Sunday. It would 
take 8 to 10 years more to get the $2.4 billion. We got about $1.4 
billion in alternative and private-sector funding, and that has going 
to build increased capacity, a great example of what we can do tak- 
ing our bucks — and that right-of-way that sits there — and expand 
it. So, thank you. 

Now, let me get to a couple of other things. Haven’t been here 
as long as Mr. Duncan, Mr. Young, and some others on the other 
side. But the longer you are here, you know there is never enough 
money, so you got to have those innovative things, and I am glad 
you have supported that, and successful. 

In the last bill we put provisions that allowed us to go to using 
IT, intelligent transportation systems, and technology to take the 
corridors that we have and move more traffic. I have seen some ex- 
amples — New York City, there are several around the country — 
where they have got some incredibly innovative things. You take 
the capacity you have, and you maximize it. 

We have money in some of the accounts existing, don’t we, Mr. 
Secretary? To do that research and those projects. 

Secretary Foxx. We do have ongoing research 

Mr. Mica. Yes, and I know there is money there, because I have 
checked. The problem is — and when was it my staff was checking? 
I think it was last May. My central Florida people put in a request 
to do a project which could be a model for the rest of the country 
to move traffic in some of our arterials faster. That is still sitting 
there. I have called at least three times. How long does it take to 
get that money out? 

So, you have got to get money that is in some of these accounts 
out. And I know, Mr. Webster, Ms. Brown, and others, we would 
be most grateful if we could get that out for central Florida. We 
could create a model of how people — everybody here has huge traf- 
fic problems, but they don’t have the money. And simple solutions 
using technologies can get us there. 

Second thing is I had — we have a commuter rail system — hate to 
get local and parochial, but you know how it goes, and all politics 
is local. We had people up this morning and today coming to Wash- 
ington because of some changes in a proposal for a commuter rail. 
And I couldn’t figure out what was wrong; there had been agree- 
ment before. I found out there was, like, $10 million difference in 
a $170 million project. 

Two things were brought to light. One, we started agreeing and 
setting the terms for this 6 or 7 years — no possibility of flexibility. 
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You talked about flexibility, budgeting for results. But we have to 
have some flexibility on 7 years, a $10 million difference. 

Then I found out, further, that the difference is actually a re- 
quirement on Positive Train Control, which we mandated in the in- 
terim from the time the project started. So, it put us in a situation 
where we have problems or issues over a small amount of money 
because of a Federal edict. 

Somewhere we need the ability of the Secretary to step in and 
say, “Let’s move forward with this.” You have been helpful, we ap- 
preciate that, but those are the kind of things that drive us ba- 
nanas. 

Finally — I have got a few seconds here — ^you have actually been 
the first Secretary to come forth with some policy in the adminis- 
tration. We had nothing for a long time. You talked about freight; 
we had freight mobility study. Come up with a couple of innovative 
projects. We have the ability to do some freight corridors, OK? And 
I think we could do them. But I think sometimes it takes the ad- 
ministration to take the lead, someone to take the lead. 

What is it, 1-81, 1-95, some of those corridors — maybe — what 
goes through yours? Let’s use 1-81. There is a great one. That is 
a truck canyon and corridor. But there is lots of right-of-way there. 
Let’s convert that, let’s put some money into that, and show that 
we can move — ^you gave us the statistics, which were astounding, 
of how much more freight we are going to move by highway. But 
we don’t have a single plan or a model. And we could do that. 

And think about doing it just through the chairman’s district, if 
nothing else. How is that? 

Mr. Shuster. The gentleman’s time is expired. 

Mr. Mica. I just gave him a project. 

Mr. Shuster. I appreciate it. 

Mr. Mica. OK. 

Mr. Shuster. I want you to stop there 

Mr. Mica. Yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. Shuster. Want you to stop there and not — I don’t want you 
to dilute what you are saying by saying anything else. 

[Laughter.] 

Mr. Shuster. Thank you very much, Mr. Mica. And, by the way, 
for those of you who want to see it, it is like a railroad at night. 
It is just trucks. It goes up to New York, in some of your districts, 
and down South. 

But, with that, I recognize Ms. Norton. 

Ms. Norton. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And I think we have a 
pretty realistic notion of where we stand on the highway bill, I re- 
gret to say. So I would like to get into a couple of nationally signifi- 
cant safety issues. 

After 20 years, we finally got regulation of transit — particularly 
underground transit — ^but only after nine people were killed in a 
Metro accident here in 2009. And now we have just had another 
accident, which took a life and sent 80 people to the hospital. 

Am I to believe that the FTA safety office, which will oversee 
States — we gave this task to the States, with the FTA safety office 
having oversight. Is that office fully staffed? 

Secretary Foxx. We have been staffing up steadily since MAP- 
21 gave us that responsibility 
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Ms. Norton. When will that office he staffed? It needs to push 
the States. 

Secretary Foxx. Yes. Well, admittedly, ramping up a very new 
function in safety takes a little time. In fact, we are working 
through a rulemaking that will give us all of the authorities, and 
provide the agencies with all of the notice of our activities that will 
happen, going forward. 

I can get you more detail on the rampup plan, but I know that 
last year we brought in more than 20 people to help us with these 
activities. But you are absolutely right; these transit systems are 
critically important, and when accidents happen, answers need to 
be developed very quickly, and responses need to be deployed very 
quickly. 

Ms. Norton. Mr. Secretary, do you have any idea how many of 
the State offices are staffed, and up and running? 

Secretary Foxx. I don’t have information 

Ms. Norton. Would you get that information to the committee? 

Secretary Foxx. Of course. 

Ms. Norton. I think we need to push the States when we see 
these accidents continue to happen. 

Let me ask you another — about another safety issue. Most of our 
trucks are really small businesses, and there has been no standard 
driver training. To their credit, they desire to have a standard cur- 
riculum. This is — this issue is more than 20 years old. I believe I 
read yesterday that you had — you were beginning a negotiated 
rulemaking, and would expect a final rule, I suppose, at some point 
on behind-the-wheel training for drivers, which is lacking for most 
of the drivers in the trucks out here on the roads. 

Have you an expected timeline for this driver training cur- 
riculum? 

Secretary Foxx. We hope to complete our work on this within the 
calendar year. Congresswoman. This has also been a long and tor- 
tured issue with a lot of false starts in the past. But we think a 
negotiated rulemaking is the fastest way to get us there with the 
parties at the table. 

Ms. Norton. That is very good news, that this could happen 
within the year. 

Finally, Mr. Secretary, various States, frustrated that we did not 
even authorize any experiments for alternatives to the gas tax — 
some of them have begun to do their own alternatives — I wonder 
if you would agree that, at the very least, in the next bill the Fed- 
eral Government ought to authorize studies of what the States are 
doing, so we have at least some information on alternatives to the 
user tax that we now know is no longer useful to us. 

Secretary Foxx. I think that would be a very productive oppor- 
tunity. There is a reason why America is getting more stuck in 
traffic, and some of it has to do with the fact that — the way we 
have done things in the past, both policy and perhaps even fund- 
ing-wise, need to be looked at with fresh eyes. 

I think the more information, the more study there is out there, 
it can only help the system, at the end of the day. 

Ms. Norton. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. It is one thing for us not 
to authorize the studies. I congratulate the States who are doing 
their own experiments. And, at the very least, I will, myself, en- 
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deavor to see that the next transportation bill at least gets us some 
input from the studies — from the work that is being done in the 
States. And I thank you, and I yield back, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Shuster. Thank you. And, with that, I recognize Mr. Hanna 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Hanna. It is a pleasure to see you here today. Thank you 
for being here. 

Secretary Foxx. Good to see you. 

Mr. Hanna. Mr. Secretary, this is a little bit off of where every- 
one else is going, but there is an hours-of-service regulation that 
you are familiar with. It is of deep concern to a great many people, 
the 34-hour restart period. It was surprising to see that the De- 
partment, in implementing the study required in last week’s — last 
year’s appropriation bill actually awarded that study to exactly the 
same company that did it the first time that we take great excep- 
tion to their results and their opinion. 

They also asked to have their — knowing that there are 2 million 
truck drivers in this country, they asked to have a survey sample 
of 250. And what we know about this bill, from the truckers — and 
it is not anecdotal; it is real — is that the way the bill is written — 
the way the proposed rule is — and we would hope it would 
change — is — requires them to go into earlier hours of the morn- 
ing — or, rather, later hours in the morning, simply — and require 
more trucks and more drivers, et cetera. 

So, I just simply ask that a serious look is taken at that — to that, 
and that we engage the 2 million truckers and all the companies, 
because they are up in arms over this, simply because they think 
it is counterproductive, in terms of safety. And also, because it 
would require more trucks and more drivers to go on the road to 
replace those ones. And it is very prescriptive to tell a person, basi- 
cally, when they are tired. 

If you want to make a comment, I would be happy to hear about 
it. 

Secretary Foxx. Well, only to say two things. One, I will take a 
look at the issues you are raising, and, second, to reaffirm one crit- 
ical fact, which is that we at USDOT, our focus isn’t on inhibiting 
people’s rights to make a living, or their freedoms. But it is to 
make sure that the transportation system is safe. There is science 
about human tolerance. Circadian rhythms, it gets into a lot of sci- 
entific stuff about how much of a tolerance an individual has. 

We have used that science in aviation, we have used it in just 
about every mode of transportation. And hours-of-service rule was 
our first foray into that 

Mr. Hanna. But knowing that the study was never completed, 
and yet it was implemented August a year ago, doesn’t prove that 
they were interested in science. Actually, it proves that they were 
on a mission to have this rule implemented. It seemed very arbi- 
trary and capricious. 

We are asking only that the study is done thoroughly, done intel- 
ligently, and done based on the things that you just spoke about, 
knowing that the trucking industry is fundamentally happy with 
the rules that they have, and the industry’s record of safety has in- 
creased year in and year out. 
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Secretary Foxx. Well, I would say that we don’t make a practice 
of issuing rules without completed studies. But I will take your 
point, and the point being that our goal is to maximize the amount 
of transparency and input from a variety of stakeholders, which is 
what our public input processes really should do, so that when we 
land on a rule, folks feel like they have at least been heard, and 
they have actually been heard. 

Mr. Hanna. I appreciate that. And I also think, though, that it 
is — one could argue that to hire a company that completed a study 
and ask it to go back on its own study is the definition of a conflict 
of interest. And to have a 250 sample set out of 2 million is not — 
I am not an expert or an actuarial person, but it doesn’t seem like 
nearly enough. 

So, I would ask that you go back and look at the company you 
hired. Because, basically, no one is going to believe what they say. 
You know? 

Secretary Foxx. So I will be happy to respond to you in writing 
after we have taken a look at 

Mr. Hanna. You are very kind, and I appreciate it, sir. Thank 
you. I yield back. 

Secretary Foxx. No problem. 

[The information follows:] 

FMCSA selected the Virginia Tech Transportation Institute (VTTI) to man- 
age the Commercial Motor Vehicle Driver Restart Study as they have a 
solid national reputation for conducting vehicle-related safety and driver fa- 
tigue research. VTTI pioneered the use of naturalistic driving studies and 
has successfully carried out these kinds of projects for FMCA over the past 
10 years. Additionally, the National Academies of Science selected VTTI to 
oversee large scale naturalistic driving research projects as part of the con- 
gressionally directed Strategic Highway Research Program 2 (SHRP2). 

The overall study team is different from the MAP-21 study, for which Dr. 
Hans Van Dongen at Washington State University served as the technical 
lead. Regarding the Driver Restart Study, in addition to the VTTI team. Dr. 
David Dinges, a nationally recognized expert in sleep and fatigue research, 
and his team at the University of Pennsylvania serve as the technical lead 
for the study. Dr. Dinges has served as President of the Sleep Research So- 
ciety, on the Boards of Directors of the American Academy of Sleep Medi- 
cine and the National Sleep Foundation, as President of the World Federa- 
tion of Sleep Research and Sleep Medicine Societies and as Editor-in-Chief 
of SLEEP, the leading scientific journal on sleep research and sleep medi- 
cine. 

The Commercial Motor Vehicle Driver Restart Study has similarities to the 
MAP-21 study but is broader in scope as it will involve more than 200 
truck drivers over a 5-month data collection period. The Driver Restart 
Study will also employ more methods to measure driver fatigue and safety 
performance such as on-board video monitoring systems. Data from more 
than 200 drivers will generate statistically significant data as it is a large 
enough sample size to measure the characteristics between the two groups 
of driver — those that use a one nighttime rest period during their 34-hour 
restart breaks and those that use two or more nighttime rest breaks. Stand- 
ard statistical techniques were used to generate an appropriate sample size. 

This sample size, as well as the overall design of the study, was reviewed 
by an independent review panel and the U.S. Department of Transpor- 
tation’s Office of Inspector General. As the project involved the participa- 
tion of human subjects, the study was also approved by Virginia Tech’s In- 
stitutional Review Board. 

Mr. Shuster. Thank the gentleman. And, with that, Mr. Larsen 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 
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Mr. Larsen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Secretary, thanks 
for coming out and helping us out today. 

So, one of my criticisms about the administration’s funding pack- 
age is sort of what is next. You may not be here in 2021; some of 
us will be, and we will have to deal with 6 years from now, and 
what we do on funding. Because the — repatriation was a one-time 
deal. Do you have any — given Ms. Norton’s question, is there some 
proposal to look at what would be next, after — if this bill passes, 
as is, in terms of funding? 

Secretary Foxx. So two points, and I will try to be brief with 
these. 

Mr. Larsen. Yes. 

Secretary Foxx. We do not characterize our proposal as repatri- 
ation. That term gets pushed around a lot, and I think it is impor- 
tant to recognize that what we are doing is we are putting a one- 
time tax on overseas 

Mr. Larsen. Here is my point. 

Secretary Foxx. Yes. 

Mr. Larsen. Define it — whatever the definition is, it is one time. 
Is that right? 

Secretary Foxx. Yes. 

Mr. Larsen. So it would fund it for the 6 years, and then the 
next 6 years we would be left to deciding how we fund the next 6 
years. 

Secretary Foxx. Yes. I think what you are asking is the reality 
that, no matter what pay-for you look at, there are some weak- 
nesses in all of them. In this pay-for, what you get is basically a 
50-percent increase — actually, a 100-percent increase in what the 
gas tax is putting into the system today. And you are able to sub- 
stantially move the country forward over a 6-year period. 

Now, there is a question mark on the other end of that. But look 
at where we are right now. We have bridges that are crumbling, 
and we need to do something. We think it is important to get some- 
thing done right now. If we can work with you to figure out the 
longer term, all the better. 

Mr. Larsen. So that point — I am well aware of the crumbling 
bridges, since Skagit River Bridge collapsed in my district in 2013. 
And so I have introduced the SAFE Bridges Act last session of Con- 
gress, introduced this session of Congress. Is there anything spe- 
cific to bridge replacement and bridge investment in the proposal? 

Secretary Foxx. Yes, there is a critical infrastructure repair pro- 
gram that is contained in GROW AMERICA. It is focused on re- 
pairing infrastructure such as bridges that are in a state of dis- 
repair. It would put substantial amounts of money into just focus- 
ing on maintaining our system in a better level. 

Mr. Larsen. So the second things from — the second lesson from 
the Skagit River Bridge collapse was — what we used to fund it was 
emergency bridge repair, as well as the streamlined permitting 
process. These two things are lessons learned from the I-35W col- 
lapse. 

Has the administration or the Department looked at that permit- 
ting process for the emergency bridge repair as an application, a 
broader application, to deal with this, the broader permitting issues 
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that we all have experienced when we see these projects being 
built? 

Secretary Foxx. Yes. And, in fact, I have to give credit to MAP- 
21 for giving us the tools to do the emergency release funds the 
way we did it in the Skagit situation, as well as the permitting 
work. Again, that is wrapped into our version of permit reform that 
is contained in GROW AMERICA. 

Mr. Larsen. And applying it more broadly, not just to emergency 
situations, but to 

Secretary Foxx. Yes, we have managed to accelerate permitting 
in emergency situations, and then we put projects up on our per- 
mitting dashboard. The basic practice is the same, which is to have 
concurrent reviews that move things forward. 

Mr. Larsen. Thanks. Finally — perhaps — well, probably with the 
time left — there is a question about — one approach people are talk- 
ing about with regards to transportation funding is devolution, get- 
ting the Federal Government out of the business. And I like to say 
Lewis and Clark were the first intermodal travelers in the country. 

So, we have been, from a Federal perspective, traveling inter- 
modally for a long, long time. And the idea of devolution seems to 
me a step back. Can you give us a why or why-not description on 
devolution? 

Secretary Foxx. Well, I think the bottom line on that question 
is that if you take freight, for instance, we manufacture something 
here in the U.S., and we want to get it someplace else in the world. 
Whatever that is, it has got to go across several States, likely, to 
get someplace. If you have — the State it is made with pristine in- 
frastructure, and then it goes to the next State over, and that State 
has very poor infrastructure, and the stuff can’t get to the next 
State, you have got problems. 

The Federal Government has always taken an interest in making 
sure there is at least a floor there so that we can have interstate 
commerce behave as we want it to. That is just one reason why I 
don’t think devolution is a good idea. 

Mr. Larsen. That is great. 

Secretary Foxx. There are many others. 

Mr. Larsen. Good. Thank you. 

Secretary Foxx. Thank you. 

Mr. Larsen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Shuster. I thank the gentleman. And, with that, Mr. 
Crawford is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Crawford. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Secretary, thank 
you for being here today. We are on the front end of a process of 
trying to reauthorize a highway bill and Highway Trust Fund. And 
I hope we are able to consider a multiyear approach. And that is 
going to contain hundreds of billions of dollars in spending. And my 
constituents, along with, I think, everybody in the room, would just 
like to make sure that every dollar is spent wisely. 

And the administration has made transparency a priority, and I 
am wondering if there is not more that could be done here to bring 
transparency to where and how money is spent. Specifically, can 
the agency provide a greater level of detail at the project level? 

Secretary Foxx. We have tried. When the Recovery Act was done 
back in the late 2000s, we put up a dashboard that was basically 
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designed to do exactly what you are saying: “Here is Project X, here 
is where it stands in the permitting process,” and to show the 
progress that was being made on that project, as it was going 
through the process. 

Can we do more of that? Absolutely. We could do it more if we 
had the technological tools, and if we had the authorities from you. 
I think the more we can work on that, the better. 

Mr. Crawford. Well, certainly, I think the technology exists to 
do that. I mean last week Ford introduced a driverless car that 
drove hundreds of miles on a California highway. So I don’t think 
technology is an issue, I think it is a willingness of the administra- 
tion to make that a priority. 

Let me ask you specifically. Where is the highway bill, in terms 
of the administration’s priority? How does it rank? 

Secretary Foxx. We put a bill out last year. We are working on 
a new and improved version of it. And it is a very high priority. 
I don’t think we would spend our time trying to come up with a 
proposal if we didn’t think it was important. 

Mr. Crawford. And let me go back to the technology thing. Is 
it feasible to think that we might be able to have a Web site that 
would detail these categories of projects, so that the general public 
could go on at any given time and see where their dollars were 
being spent? 

Secretary Foxx. I think we have a lot of challenges with that. I 
want to explain what they are, because it is not a willingness. It 
is actually — the USDOT is basically a funding partner with States 
and local project sponsors, which is where most of the work is actu- 
ally being done. And so, our ability to track the progress of any 
given project is directly tied to that State’s ability to provide us 
with current information. 

We have a new NEPA tool called eNEPA. We are basically trying 
to put that on a digital platform, so that we can use less paper, 
and do this concurrent permitting better. But we have a handful 
of States right now that are using it. 

And so, when I say that it is, I am not trying to drag my feet 
on this, I think your idea is a very good one, and I look forward 
to trying to move it forward. But we have got to have cooperation 
from the States and investment by the States in helping us get this 
platform moving. 

Mr. Crawford. Well, with respect — you know, my constituents, 
and I suspect most constituents across the country, feel the same 
way about this. We use broad terms like “infrastructure invest- 
ment,” and folks really don’t know where that money is going, and 
there has not been a very good account of where it is going, and 
can’t see necessarily the progress that they would like to see. 

And, you know, I don’t think a sign is sufficient. In fact, I think 
a sign actually ends up costing more, when we could utilize tech- 
nology more efficiently to let people know what is going on, where 
it is taking place, and the progress of a given project in any given 
time. 

So, you know, if we could see that incorporated going forward, I 
think you would see a lot more willingness on the part of the Amer- 
ican people to support infrastructure investment, having a better 
idea of knowing where their dollars are going. I say “their dollars,” 
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because I think we all know that we are playing with our tax dol- 
lars. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back. 

Mr. Shuster. I thank the gentleman. With that, Mrs. Napolitano 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. Napolitano. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is good to see 
you. Secretary Foxx. Just a couple of comments. 

And in your statement you indicate that you are paying more at- 
tention to rural and tribal areas to include in covering. What about 
territories? 

Secretary Foxx. Through the GROW AMERICA Act, we invest in 
territories, too. There have been some proposals recently that have 
not. But our proposal acknowledges and supports the programs in 
the territories, as well. 

Mrs. Napolitano. Thank you. Well, some of my former col- 
leagues had brought it up, and they are not here in this committee 
any more. 

The other area is railroads usually provide about 3 percent for 
grade separations. And I have recently asked Mr. Hamberger how 
much. He guessed at 10. I reminded him it is mostly about 3, and 
maybe 2 percent of in-kind. And those are the things that maybe 
we need to look at to be able to have more outside dollars be able 
to be paired with local. State, county, and Federal dollars. 

I am very glad to see the GROW AMERICA Act included a sec- 
tion to establish the national freight program. As you have been 
aware, the — my area is the busiest rail freight corridor in the Na- 
tion, with four freeways that are all just jammed to the hilt. And 
I agree with Mr. Chairman, because we have trucks day and night, 
especially on the 710, and then, of course, going out on the 10 and 
the 60. And the — of course, we have mostly Union Pacific, with the 
Alameda Corridor-East, which delivers over 50 percent — probably 
even more — of product to the Eastern States. Biggest challenge is 
mitigating the negative impacts in the communities that it 
transects. 

Now, do you think it is important the national freight program 
prioritize projects that mitigate the negative impacts, including 
health and safety impacts, that this freight has on our local com- 
munities? 

Secretary Eoxx. I think that an important consideration in look- 
ing at a national freight plan is the impacts on communities. This 
gets to the point I was making earlier, because of MAP-21, we are 
looking at how freight moves in this country, and we are taking a 
broad look at that, probably even broader than just the four cor- 
ners of what MAP-21 requires, because MAP-21 focuses mostly on 
highway lane miles, but we know that there is rail dimensions, 
there are port dimensions of freight. 

But as we look to improve our freight system, just like we looked 
to improve the entire transportation system, I think one of the 
most important things is making sure that there is a meaningful 
public input process that goes along with this, so that the impacts 
of any given decision are understood, taken into account, and ad- 
dressed at whatever level the project is happening on. 

Mrs. Napolitano. Thank you. I will continue working with you 
on that, because that is a big issue in my area. 
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Second question, Secretary Foxx, is the Federal law currently 
prohibits cities and local transportation agencies from having the 
local hire preference on transportation projects where just even $1 
of Federal money is spent. That was an old provision. It used to 
be when 80 percent was federally funded and 20 percent local. 
Today it is reversed. Most of the communities either have local 
money, county money. State money, along with the Federal money. 

And this issue is addressed on a temporary basis in the appro- 
priations law. But shouldn’t we not include in the reauthorization 
bill to allow cities to have a local-hire preference, when the projects 
are a majority of local funds, whether State, local, county, and — 
versus Federal? 

Secretary Foxx. It is extremely powerful when a project is hap- 
pening in someone’s backyard, and they have the ability to apply 
for work in it. We think that having local hire would be a strong 
statement of the job creation value of transportation in our system. 

I do want to thank this Congress for allowing FTA to broaden 
its efforts in this regard through the omnibus bill that passed at 
the end of the last Congress. 

Mrs. Napolitano. Well, many of our communities sometimes 
have high unemployment rates, and this would be exceedingly 
helpful. Instead of having to import workers from other areas, from 
other counties, even from other States to come in and work. So love 
to be able to hear any more information that you may provide this 
committee. 

Secretary Foxx. Great, thank you. 

Mrs. Napolitano. Thank you. Yield back. 

Mr. Shuster. Thank the gentlelady. And, with that, Mr. Barletta 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Barletta. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Sec- 
retary, last year the GAO issued a report that was highly critical 
of the FMCSA program, and its effectiveness in improving highway 
safety. Right around the same time that report was issued, FMCSA 
issued a report by DOT’s Volpe Center, the very organization that 
developed the methodology behind CSA, that served as a ringing 
endorsement of the CSA program. 

One of the major problems pointed out by GAO was that CSA 
uses data from a significant number of violations that have no 
causal connection to crashes or predictive ability, a point reinforced 
by the motor carrier and enforcement communities in separate let- 
ters last year. If CSA is truly meant to address safety problems be- 
fore crashes occur, shouldn’t scores, especially if they are available 
to the public, be based upon violations of regulations that have a 
causal connection to crashes? 

Secretary Foxx. I would like to submit a more thorough response 
to you in writing, but let me just respond briefly, here. 

FMCSA has fully reviewed the GAO report. While considering all 
the information, the agency has strong disagreements with it. The 
primary reason is that the GAO’s proposed methodology is inher- 
ently flawed, according to FMCSA, and counter to the agency’s 
safety mission. 

The GAO recommendation proposes that the agency wait until 20 
observations of unsafe behavior and after a crash occurs, which is 
contrary to the goals of the agency of intervening to help carriers 
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establish strong safety practices before crashes occur. So I think 
there is a disagreement here. I would like to flesh that out to you 
in a written response, if that is OK. 

Mr. Barletta. And let me say, Mr. Secretary, I am glad that you 
are a mayor. I think mayors are smart people, should be appointed 
to the highest positions of any department. 

[Laughter.] 

Secretary Foxx. Sounds like a former mayor over there. 

Mr. Barletta. In August 2013 more than 40 of my House col- 
leagues and I sent you a letter urging you to consider the impact 
of bigger trucks on our local roads and bridges across the country 
in your truck size and weight study. Despite our requests, it is my 
understanding that the Department study will be limited to what 
is basically the interstates and National Highway System. 

Are you looking at about 5 percent of public roads, and you are, 
in effect, ignoring the other 95 percent of roads and bridges where 
most people live and work. 

The majority of automobile traffic are on these local roads. I dis- 
cussed this issue with city and county officials in my district, and 
they are very clear in saying to me that their roads and bridges 
are far different than those that you plan to study. Their roads and 
bridges are older, and they are in worse condition, and they are 
many times built to a lower standard: many just a few inches of 
asphalt on a local road, as you would know, as a mayor, versus an 
interstate that has maybe a foot of concrete. 

This is a letter from Mayor Joe Yannuzzi from the city of Hazle- 
ton, and he says that the roads in his city, where the heavier 
trucks operate, have sewer and water pipes beneath them that can 
be damaged from the heavier truck vibrations because of the only 
few inches of asphalt that are there. That is not something that 
you are going to find on interstates. 

He goes further to say that if a — bigger trucks are allowed, he 
would have to double the public works budget to cover the in- 
creased maintenance costs. 

Don’t you agree that we should have data on the impacts of the 
bigger trucks on the local roads before making the decision to allow 
them nationally? And how much time and money would you need 
to extend your analysis to cover the impacts on the local roads, 
where the local taxpayers will be footing the bill? 

And, again, as a mayor, I am sure you can 

Secretary Foxx. Yes. 

Mr. Barletta [continuing]. You could appreciate that. 

Secretary Foxx. I totally get that. Yes, sir. Frankly, I am going 
to need to go back and also respond to you on that question of the 
local road impacts, and how carefully we are looking at it. 

What I will say, though, is that, from the very beginning of 
launching this study, we have built in some substantial peer re- 
view and public input work that is ongoing to stress-test the study 
to ensure that we are looking at what we should be looking at. 

And so, as we go along, it is a report I know people are anxiously 
awaiting, but we are trying to make sure we get it right. The kinds 
of questions you are asking are ones that 
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[On pp. 83-85, Secretary Foxx responds to Congressman 
Barletta’s questions for the record regarding the impact of trucks 
on roads.] 

Mr. Barletta. I think the study would he fundamentally flawed 
if we are not considering the local roads and the impact that it has 
on the local taxpayers. Thank you. 

Mr. Graves of Missouri [presiding]. Mr. Garamendi, you have 
5 minutes. 

Mr. Garamendi. I do. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Secretary, 
I want to thank you and congratulate you and urge you to continue 
to really re-do the new version of GROW AMERICA. Last year’s 
version was — covered all of the issues we need to cover, and I think 
covered it in a very solid way, from highways to transit to airports 
and freight, and everything in between. Stay with it. I look forward 
to your bill, and I would hope that your version of the bill becomes 
the foundation for our work in a 6-year plan, going forward. 

The issue of funding will be debated for a long time, and hope- 
fully resolved. But I think the American people really need to un- 
derstand why we must do this. If they have a full understanding 
of the necessity of it, then the funding issue will follow much more 
easily. Thank you for going to some 40 States. You are welcome in 
my district any time to explain why we need to do this, and I will 
work with you on that. 

There are some very important policy issues in the GROW 
AMERICA Act, and I would hope that they would be in the new 
legislation that you propose, among them the Buy America provi- 
sions. These are American taxpayer dollars. They ought to be spent 
on American jobs and American equipment made in America. And 
I thank you for having that in last year’s bill, and even in a higher 
percentage. Stay with it. You will certainly have the support of 
many of us in Congress, because we want to see those jobs in 
America. 

In that area, there is now before you a request from Amtrak to 
waive the Buy America provisions for some 28 train sets for the 
Amtrak high-speed rail here, on the east coast. You will be getting 
a letter — you got a letter from me, you will get a letter from many 
others in this committee saying, “Don’t provide that waiver.” If that 
waiver goes forward, we will not be building those manufacturing 
facilities here, in the United States, for the future, as well as the 
Amtrak proposals. 

I don’t know if you want to comment on this. I would love to hear 
you say, “No waiver coming,” but if you would like to comment, 
please do. 

Secretary Foxx. Well, thank you, first of all. Congressman, for 
the incredible support for the administration’s proposal. It is, we 
think, a very targeted, focused, and effective proposal, and we ap- 
preciate your support. 

On the issue of the Amtrak trains, that is a measure that is 
under review by the Department. And I think I would be getting 
over my skis by commenting here, but I take your point, and we 
will, obviously, take that back into the Department. 

Mr. Garamendi. Well, I fully expected you to duck, bob, and 
weave on that one, but 

Secretary Foxx. Thank you, I try to please 
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Mr. Garamendi. Know where we are coming from. And, since 
you wrote a very high standard into last year’s GROW AMERICA 
bill — and, I hope, in the coming bill — you will carry out your own 
policies in this regard. 

With regard to another issue, Mr. Barletta raised this issue of 
the heavy trucks and the super-trailers, super-sized. There is a 
great deal of concern in California about this. We don’t now have 
these in California. Many of the local officials — State, county, may- 
ors, and the rest — are very concerned, just as you heard from the 
previous discussion. I share those concerns, and I would hope that 
the study that is underway would take into account local highways. 
And also, the comments of local police, sheriffs, highway patrols, 
which did not appear to be in the study, thus far. 

If you would care to comment on expanding the study to include 
these concerns, I would appreciate it. 

Secretary Foxx. We are still working through desk scan revi- 
sions, release of technical reports still have to be done. But there 
is another round of public input that is built into our process. So 
there is still time for us to get the types of comments that you are 
talking about. 

Now, we will make sure that you are aware of when that time 
will come in the process. 

Mr. Garamendi. I thank you for that. I would note that the local 
agencies — police, fire, as well as mayors and counties — are very, 
very concerned about their input into the current study being in- 
sufficient or, actually, ignored. And we would hope that this would 
not be in the final study. 

I thank you once again for your leadership on the overall trans- 
portation issue. GROW AMERICA was a very good bill. I am sure 
that the next version, by extending to 6 years, is even better. 
Please carry forward the policies. I will yield back my time, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Graves of Missouri. Mr. Webster. 

Mr. Webster. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Secretary 

Secretary Foxx. Good to see you. 

Mr. Webster. First of all, I would like to personally thank you 
for helping out with me and — personally, and the State of Florida, 
in getting a TIFIA loan for the Interstate 4 ultimate project. That 
was crucial in getting that project going and on time, and I really 
appreciate your personal involvement on that. It was an awesome 
effort. And it is the largest loan, as you note, that — by the Depart- 
ment on a public-private partnership, which is going to help us im- 
mensely. We have over 55 million people that come to our central 
Florida area and visit our world-class attractions in the district I 
represent, and along with the citizens there, we have a lot of traf- 
fic. 

And that loan that was done in the TIFIA project, the ultimate 
project for Interstate 4, part of that, was — that project is a rev- 
enue-generating project, because it uses variable toll express lanes 
to help fund that project, and to help pay back that loan. And my 
thought is does that — does the fact that there is revenue, like new 
revenue that is produced by a project, does that enhance the appli- 
cation for a TIFIA loan, do you 
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Secretary Foxx. We are somewhat agnostic on whether it is a 
new revenue source or an old revenue source. But, clearly, because 
we are talking about financing, as opposed to funding, what we do 
need to know is how a given entity proposes to pay back the loans. 

We have seen in different places — by the way, last year was a 
record year for TIFIA. We did 13 projects and $7.5 billion. But 
what we have seen is that some communities use availability pay- 
ments, existing tax revenues, to pay back a TIFIA loan. In the case 
of 1-4, there was a new facility of tolling that was used to pay 
those revenues. But we actually have seen all sorts of different 
ways to pay for projects, and we continue to keep an open eye and 
ear towards new ways of doing it. 

Mr. Webster. Well, I — and I knew last year was a big year for 
TIFIA loans. Is there anything that you have learned over those 
multiple applications that would help streamline the process? And 
would any of that require legislation? 

Secretary Foxx. One of the things that we have done differently 
with TIFIA since I have been in place is we have started to front- 
end our process. So it used to be that you send an application in, 
and the real hard brass-knuckle work on crunching numbers and 
trying to figure out an acceptable framework happened later in the 
process. We are now trying to do that hard work at the beginning. 

So, when a letter of interest comes in to the Department, we im- 
mediately start asking those hard questions, so that when we in- 
vite an applicant to apply to the program later, we have done that, 
and folks can have a certain level of confidence that the TIFIA loan 
is going to move through. 

So, we have tried to streamline it. I think it is working. And I 
will maybe think about ways that maybe you all can help us do 
even more, in terms of moving faster. 

Mr. Webster. If I could ask just one more question about trans- 
portation disadvantage. There are over 80 programs that have been 
highlighted. Only — less than 10 are in the Department of Transpor- 
tation. There is a coordinating council. Do you think — and that was 
established because there has been some criticism that the same 
person is covered by three or four of those, not in the Department 
of Transportation, but other agencies through Labor and Education 
and Health, and all of that have — and the VA, all have — is there 
any way that that coordinating council could be beefed up? Or do 
you think it is working? Or is there something else we need to do? 

Secretary Foxx. Let me go back and take a look and maybe think 
about that. It hadn’t — I hadn’t focused on it, but 

Mr. Webster. Every time we get the GAO reports, it is always 
mentioned. It is a little thing 

Secretary Eoxx. Yes. 

Mr. Webster [continuing]. In the overall, that we can say $500 
billion if we consolidate programs. But it is there, it is something 
I knew about when I was in the State legislature, tried to fix it 
then. I would love to work with you on it. 

Secretary Eoxx. That is great. Well, we will be back in touch 
with you. 

Mr. Webster. Great. 

Secretary Eoxx. Yes, good. 

Mr. Webster. Yield back. 
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Mr. Shuster [presiding], I thank the gentleman. With that, I 
recognize Ms. Hahn for 5 minutes of questions. 

Ms. Hahn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Secretary Foxx, it is great 
to have you here with us. This is going to be a big year for our com- 
mittee, as we work to create this surface transportation bill. 

My focus has been, since day one, is our Nation’s ports. I co- 
founded our PORTS Caucus. We now have about 95 Members who 
are dedicated to really advocating for our Nation’s ports. Chairman 
Shuster led a delegation many of us from this committee just went 
a couple weeks ago to see the Panama Canal expansion project, 
and spent a lot of time talking amongst ourselves on what impact 
that expansion project would have on the United States ports, and 
our ability to remain competitively — globally competitive. So, I ap- 
preciate your focus. 

My goal is — in this surface transportation bill, is to create a dedi- 
cated freight program. In my mind, this program should have a 
dedicated freight funding source, which deposits into a trust fund 
very similar to the Highway Trust Fund. I think freight projects 
are going to lose out if they always have to compete with all the 
other projects in this country with just the Highway Trust Fund. 

One of the recommendations of the Panel on 21st-Century 
Freight Transportation was that it should be a dedicated funding 
source. So, in response to that, I am going to reintroduce tomorrow 
the National Freight Network Trust Fund Act of 2015, with a bi- 
partisan group of cosponsors, that will create a trust fund that 
should provide about $2 billion a year. 

My idea is to suggest that we divert 5 percent of our import fees 
in this country. We collect about $40 billion a year in our import 
fees, and just 5 percent of that, I think, would mean the difference 
to us, really, funding freight transportation projects in this country. 
And I think those who pay these import fees would appreciate us 
taking that money and putting it back into the Freight Network 
Trust Fund. 

So, my question to you is could you speak to that idea of having 
a dedicated funding source for freight projects in this country? 
Without that, do you think that the President’s program, you know, 
could fail to provide long-term solutions to our freight bottlenecks 
in this country? 

And maybe comment a little bit about the last mile into our 
ports. You know, everybody is worried about how the Panama 
Canal expansion project will impact our ports. The west coast ports 
are going to be impacted differently than the east coast ports. And 
yet, the greatest, I think, threat to diversion of cargo is our 
landside congestion in this country. And, like you said, we have got 
to get it moved from one point A to point B. 

And, if you could, just speak to what do you think of this idea 
of dedicating the money just for freight projects? And how do we 
make sure the last mile into our ports across this country are tar- 
geted for this kind of funding? 

Secretary Foxx. We agree that there needs to be a dedicated 
freight program in this country. In the GROW AMERICA Act what 
we do is we put about $18 billion in place over 6 years — I think, 
actually, it is $28 billion over 6 years, that are focused on freight. 
And we are agnostic in that program on the mode. 
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So, it can be ports, it can be rail, it can be highways, whatever 
is going to help us get stuff from one place to another faster, more 
efficient, and safe. So, we do it through the same mechanism that 
we pay for the overall bill. That is our approach. But, as we have 
said, if there are other ideas that emerge, we will hear them out. 

Your question on the last and first mile is a critical question, be- 
cause, in many places, the same areas that are highly dense, highly 
congested, are places where that first and last mile is a problem. 
So you need to have a lot of different strategies to deal with it. 

One strategy is, number one, making sure that the assets we 
have, where those first and last miles occur, doesn’t fall apart on 
us. 

The second strategy is trying to expand capacity where we can. 
In some cases, like in the Los Angeles area, you may be con- 
strained, in terms of expanding lane miles. So there, the strategy 
may be working to get cars off the road so you create more capacity 
on the existing freeway. That means things like commuter rail 
transit, and other strategies. 

Then the last thing is continuing to work to make sure the sys- 
tem is smarter. We have problems in this country with double- 
stacking containers off of these big ships, because some of our 
bridges aren’t high enough to run rail under, or run trucks under. 
And so, we have got to figure out a way to address those issues on 
the surface system, as you said, to enhance our ability to 

Ms. Hahn. Right, because these bigger ships that we know will 
now get through the Panama Canal, I mean, we are almost — are 
you tapping me? 

Mr. Shuster. Yes, ma’am. 

[Laughter.] 

Mr. Shuster. I know my good friend from California cares about 
the ports, but we are over time. So I appreciate the Secretary an- 
swering. 

Ms. Hahn. OK, OK, I yield back. 

Mr. Shuster. I let him answer your question fully. 

Secretary Foxx. I did. 

Mr. Shuster. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. With that, 
I yield to Mr. Denham for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Denham. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to yield as 
much time as the Member from Alaska needs. 

Mr. Young. Thank you, Mr. Denham, I appreciate it. Mr. Chair- 
man, thank you for this hearing. 

We are all like a bunch of dogs circling around a skunk right 
now. That skunk is how we are going to fund this program, Mr. 
Foxx. This is our biggest challenge. Unfortunately, the — as you 
know, the administration, when Mr. Oberstar was chairman, did 
not support any increase in funding. And we have not done our job 
as a committee, nor as this Congress. And I think it is important 
for us to recognize, as the committee, and as the leadership of this 
House, and leadership of the White House, that we have to fund 
this program. You can’t take it from the General Fund, $18 trillion 
in debt. You are not going to get it from overseas. 

And we sit here and talk about writing a highway bill; no one 
has addressed the issue of funding. And that is what we have to 
do, Mr. Chairman. If we do not do that, all these hearings are good. 
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we will write something, but we won’t accomplish that task of real- 
ly building an infrastructure system in this country. 

And so, I am asking this committee and the chairman, I am ask- 
ing the White House to sit down and say, “Do we want to have a 
system to provide the transportation capability to this Nation, or 
do we want to talk about it?” And so, that is my little opening 
statement. 

Mr. Foxx, you don’t have to comment. You are going to get three 
questions from me in writing. I hope you will answer that. But I 
would like you to take that message back to the White House, that 
let’s do the leadership role of funding a transportation system, and 
let’s let the public pay for it. They will buy that. The truckers buy 
it, the public has to be sold on it. Otherwise, we don’t — we will not 
have and will not be competitive, globally. 

So, Mr. Chairman — I thank you, Mr. Denham, for yielding. And 
I just want everybody to consider that. Kill the skunk. Let’s fund 
this program. Because, if we don’t, we are all in deep doo doo. 
Thank you. 

Mr. Shuster. Mr. Denham is going to reclaim his time after 
that. I don’t know how you do better than that. 

Mr. Denham. Reclaiming my time, Mr. Secretary, first of all, let 
me thank you for not only our ongoing relationship, but our ongo- 
ing communication. You have had a great open-door policy. We 
have discussed a number of issues that are very important, and, 
certainly, some very timely issues. 

And I wanted to just follow up on Ms. Hahn’s questions on the 
ports. You and I have discussed the ports, you know, her, down in 
Long Beach, me in the northern part of the State with Oakland — 
this was a California problem, now it is a national problem. It was 
an issue with a number of imports that were getting stuck; now we 
have a number of exports, many of which are perishable. I just 
want to encourage you to continue to have the administration — not 
only the ongoing involvement, but the aggressive involvement that 
will help us to end this. This is now a national issue that could cost 
us $2.5 billion to our economy every single day. 

So, again, you don’t have to answer today, but I just wanted to 
say thank you for the communication and involvement in the issue. 

I did want to just touch on an issue with rail safety. You and I 
have had a number of discussions about that, as well; two, in par- 
ticular. Again, thank you for your efforts with our previous, but 
also our next hearing on rail safety. 

The tank car rule, while the administration is over a month be- 
hind on that, it is my understanding that that rule is now at 0MB. 
I would ask you to comment on what you think that timeline will 
be before we see that, as a committee. 

And then, secondly, I noticed in the budget there is $3 billion 
available over the next 6 years for PTC, Positive Train Control. Is 
that 6 years a suggestion that it would be a 6-year extension to the 
PTC mandate? 

Secretary Foxx. OK. First of all, thank you, Mr. — Congressman 
Denham, for your questions and opportunity to respond on these 
issues. 

The tank car and the high-hazard flammable liquid train rule is 
one that has taken an awful lot of focus and time and resources 
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of the Department. We were pleased to get that rule over to 0MB 
last week. That initiates an interagency process, and I, unfortu- 
nately, can’t tell you, sitting here today, when that rule will come 
out. But what I can tell you is that it is the highest level of urgency 
for me to get that rule moved forward for our Department and, I 
believe, our administration, to move it as quickly as we possibly 
can. 

We know that certainty is important in this arena, for commu- 
nities as well as for industry, and our goal is to get it out very, very 
quickly. 

Mr. Denham. Thank you. 

Secretary Foxx. On the — I am sorry, the second issue? 

Mr. Denham. On PTC, Positive Train Control. Right now, the $3 
billion available over 6 years to eight commuter railroads, and the 
implementation. The question is, does that suggest that we should 
expect a 6-year — a recommendation of a 6-year extension? 

Secretary Foxx. No. I think what we have recommended in the 
past on this is continuing to hold the industry’s feet to the fire, in 
terms of getting PTC done as quickly as possible. 

Our approach would be, essentially, to give us the tools within 
FRA to work individually with each of the railroad companies to 
develop plans that get them there as quickly as possible, as op- 
posed to having a blanket extension which could delay all of the 
implementation to a point in the future. So that is our approach, 
and we think it is a prudent and practical one. 

Mr. Denham. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 

Secretary Foxx. Thank you. 

Mr. Denham. Mr. Chairman, I yield back. 

Mr. Shuster. Thank the gentleman. Thank the gentleman. And, 
with that, I recognize Ms. Johnson for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Johnson. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. And thank 
you, Mr. Secretary, for being here. You have answered most of my 
questions. I first wanted to associate myself with the remarks of 
one of our former chairmen, Mr. Young. And I wondered if he had 
stolen some of my notes when he spoke. 

There is a question that I have not heard the answer to yet, and 
that is the issue of the agency’s formula grant program, and wheth- 
er or not you intend to use the current census data to make these 
determinations. And I am hoping that, in the recent iteration of 
GROW AMERICA, that this issue will be given some attention. 

And I say that because I am from one of the fastest growing 
areas in the country, which is in the north Texas area of Texas. 
And we have learned to build up, rather than just out, so we have 
large numbers living in highrises that have to get to work. And we 
are really concerned about the fair distribution, based upon current 
census data. Can you address that a little bit for me? 

Secretary Foxx. It is a very good question. I don’t know that, in 
GROW AMERICA, we necessarily changed the formula, itself 
What we do, by virtue of creating more funding, is we create more 
opportunities for communities to get the resources they need to do 
innovative, transformative projects. 

Certainly in your district and in Dallas, they have done some re- 
markable things, whether it is with transit or highways, or what 
have you. That is why the GROW AMERICA Act, for example. 
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would expand the TIGER program to an annual $1.2 billion pro- 
gram, to provide that flexibility. That is why we, as I said before, 
create a large freight program to help us address needs that are 
happening across the country. That is why we expand TIFIA and 
some of the other tools that we have in place, because we, frankly, 
need to create more flexibility. 

There is another area that we also do in this bill, which is — and 
this comes directly from my experience, as a mayor, which is that, 
you know, when you are a mayor, and you see these dollars coming 
into a State, you watch them bounce around like a ball in a pinball 
machine. You watch the ball go around, and then you see what 
lands in your community, and it is usually a very small fraction of 
what came in, in the first place. 

So, one of the things we do is we create a program called FAST 
that focuses on local transportation projects, and rewards commu- 
nities that look regionally at transportation projects that are going 
to impact their ability to grow jobs and create better economies. So 
we create multiple ways for communities to get the flexibility you 
are talking about. But I will go back to my team and ask the ques- 
tion again as to whether we change the formula itself. 

Mr. Johnson. Well, thank you very much, and thank you for 
coming to my most gorgeous area in the country when you made 
your tour last year. 

And thank you, Mr. Chairman. We have a great committee, with 
great leadership, and I hope that we will come to some real good 
recommendations very soon to address the issue. Thank you very 
much. 

Secretary Foxx. Thank you. 

Mr. Shuster. Thank the gentlelady. And, with that, Mr. Ribble 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Ribble. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Secretary, it is good 
to have you here. You are highly regarded in this committee, and 
it is an honor to have you here with us today. 

Secretary Foxx. Thank you. 

Mr. Ribble. I think I will start with some words of encourage- 
ment first, and then I will get into maybe a little more difficult 
question in the second. 

I, along with Congressmen Pascrell, Lipinski, and Reed, have 
been circulating a letter among our House colleagues, asking them 
to sign on, telling the leadership of the House of Representatives 
that we would like to see a long-term, fully funded authorization 
bill. I would like you to know that we have 285 Members of the 
Congress on that letter already. That is 66 percent of the House. 
And so there is broad, bipartisan support here to have that long- 
term bill and authorization done. I think that is good news. 

Along with that, though, you play a pretty si^ificant role. We 
need to bring the American people along with this, as we work to- 
ward this end. And your ability to get out in front of the American 
people and the administration to talk about this committee’s work, 
and the fact that we are committed to it, and that Congress is com- 
mitted to it, could be really helpful to us. Would you be willing to 
do a little bit more of that, and really get out there? 

Secretary Foxx. Absolutely, sir. This is an area that I have tried 
to be very out front on. I did a bus tour last year that went through 
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nine States, many communities, rural and urban. We are trying to 
do everything we can. I am even on Twitter later today with the 
chairman. I am looking forward to that, as well. But we are going 
to use every opportunity to let the American public know that this 
is a problem. 

In fact, when we go to the American public, they are telling me 
what their problems are, because they are stuck in traffic, they 
know it. I completely agree with you, and we will do everything we 
can. 

Mr. Kibble. Thank you. Thank you very much. 

Secretary Foxx. Thank you for your efforts, too. Congressman. 

Mr. Kibble. You are welcome. Two quick questions for you. One 
is, in your comments earlier you said that part of the GKOW 
AMEKICA Act — and I realize that what we do here is not going to 
look exactly like that, but we will find some bipartisan way to move 
forward. But in your comments you said that you wanted to cut 
redtape, you wanted to actually reduce redtape. Why do we have 
to wait until a bill is passed to do that? Don’t you have the author- 
ity to cut redtape right now? 

Secretary Foxx. We do have some authority to cut redtape, and 
we actually have cut a significant 

Mr. Kibble. I would encourage you to cut a bunch more. 

Secretary Foxx. Yes. Well, look, let me give you an example. In 
the highway area, historically our environmental impact studies 
have taken 79 months, on average. We have cut that down now to 
45 months. We continue to whittle away at this, administratively. 

What we are asking for in the GKOW AMEKICA Act just gives 
us even more fire power to try to attack the delays that happen in 
transportation in a way that we think is doable and doesn’t com- 
promise the environment. 

Mr. Kibble. And I talk to a lot of contractors. And before I came 
to Congress, I was in commercial construction, myself. And I can 
tell you I spent an awful lot of time holding one of these, and not 
enough time holding a shovel. 

Secretary Foxx. Yes. 

Mr. Kibble. And we have got to get at that 

Secretary Foxx. Yes. 

Mr. Kibble [continuing]. That, ultimately. And so, thank you for 
that. 

MAP-21 required the administration to do a truck weight study. 
Mr. Barletta mentioned it earlier. I happened to be, in fair disclo- 
sure, on the other side of the argument. But when will we be able 
to see that study? It was supposed to be done in October, and I am 
curious when we are going to get a copy of that. Because it is dif- 
ficult for us to move forward with our authorization, without hav- 
ing the data from that study. What — could you talk to me a little 
bit about when we will see it? 

Secretary Foxx. Yes. It is going to be hard for me to pinpoint a 
timeframe, but I can tell you that we have several more steps, in- 
cluding peer review and another public input round to do. My hope 
is that we are able to get it done early this summer, but I don’t 
have a more specific timeline. 

Mr. Kibble. It is important, just for you to know that it is going 
to be difficult for us to move forward, because there will be many 
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of us that are going to want to have that data before we actually 
do the authorization. And so, to the degree that you can, you know, 
kind of hit on the throttle on that, it would be very, very helpful 
to us. 

Secretary Foxx. We will do our best, yes. 

Mr. Kibble. Thank you very much. With that, I yield back, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Shuster. Thank you, Mr. Kibble. And, with that, Ms. Esty 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. Esty. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you. Secretary 
Foxx. We enjoyed having you in the great State of Connecticut, and 
appreciate any time you want to do a bus, train — you may not want 
to do the train, since I know there have been troubles with that 
recently. So, again, thank you. 

I would like to associate myself with Mr. Kibble’s comments. 
Again, you are a very effective and powerful spokesperson to build 
the support with the American people for things that have to get 
done, to deal with Mr. Young’s question about the skunk. So, 
please, get out there as much as you can. And, hopefully, talk show 
hosts will ask you about transportation and not about being in an 
undisclosed location. 

First, I wanted to — coming from Connecticut, where we are really 
seeing the ravages of underinvestment in that first issue about 
maintaining what we have, we are seeing the cost of that. And I 
will tell you we heard recently from our department of transpor- 
tation about the tremendous cost, and the time delays for them for 
these short-term bills. So, whatever we can do on this committee 
to work with you and get a really, true, serious 5- or 6-year bill 
is tremendously important. It is costing all of our districts, all of 
our States, lots of money and lots of time, and a huge aggravation. 
So that is number one. 

Having spoken with the department of transportation recently, 
they are finding complexity about Federal requirements and man- 
dates that are applying to local projects, even though they are not 
part of the Federal highway transportation system. Is this some- 
thing we can work with you on, on getting some exemptions on 
things that — they are finding much lower level projects, I think, be- 
cause we are a small State, everything is really near to a highway 
in almost all parts of our State. And we are finding at least they 
are being told that they are having to comply with things. 

Secretary Foxx. Happy to work with you on that. 

Ms. Esty. OK. That would be great. So, for the Federal highway 
project requirements, are really — are adding to that time, that red- 
tape. 

Now, we are well aware — we haven’t talked, really, today about 
technology very much, about that last — the third piece on smart 
and effective. We are looking at this in the Committee on Science, 
Space, and Technology, as well as here. And there is a great deal 
of promise. On the other hand, there is a lot of concern. There is 
a lot of concern about privacy and, frankly, on safety, hijacking of 
cars, reprogramming of things. 

So, how can we work with you better? What is it that you are 
going to need from Congress, so we could advance towards this, use 
our existing transportation systems better and more effectively 
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with more vehicles, or perhaps smarter vehicles that are allowing 
someone like my mother, who is no longer driving, to get back in 
a car and go where she needs to go? 

Secretary Foxx. Yes. Well, first of all, you are absolutely right. 
The technology opportunities that are right in front of us are really 
exciting. But we also need to be clear-eyed about what some of the 
challenges are with them. I think there are several things that we 
probably should look at. For instance, is there a penalty if someone 
interferes with an automated vehicle in some way? And have we 
taken a comprehensive look at our criminal codes, for instance? 
Those kinds of ideas. 

I think as this evolves, and evolves so quickly, the more we can 
think ahead and develop mechanisms both to safely integrate tech- 
nology into our transportation system, first, and then to think 
about some of the ramifications of that technology, and ensure that 
we have the appropriate framework for those, those are the two 
biggest things that we can do. We will be happy to provide tech- 
nical assistance to you, as you consider these issues, going forward. 

Ms. Esty. And if you would like to take a minute and just elabo- 
rate on the importance of long-term fix, because, really, truly, this 
is the big issue in my district. 

Secretary Foxx. On the long-term 

Ms. Esty. Long-term bill, a permanent bill 

Secretary Foxx. Yes, I appreciate 

Ms. Esty [continuing]. And what you see, from your level, about 
the cost, and what we need to be doing, together. 

Secretary Foxx. I want to maybe issue a bit of a warning, that, 
again, as I said, the Highway Trust Fund is a number. Just getting 
that number so that we don’t go under, doesn’t speak to what this 
country actually needs. The warning is that, as we work and pull 
our hair out, and try to figure out how we are going to pay for 
something better than what we have, if we set that bar too low, 
what the American people are going to find is that they have paid 
more for the same thing. 

I think that what we have got to do is to step beyond where we 
are, and realize that folks had to step up for the interstate system 
to get built in the 1950s and 1960s. So we have got to go big. Go 
big. 

Ms. Esty. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Shuster. Thank you. Now I will recognize Mr. Meadows for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. Meadows. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, Mr. Sec- 
retary, for your comments today, and your testimony. 

I want to throw out a few things. One is, as Mr. Kibble was talk- 
ing about with regards to truck weights and that determination, 
my understanding is there has also been some studies and some re- 
view, in terms of truck lengths, not as much with weights. Can we 
expect maybe a quicker response on the truck length question, as 
it — you know, my understanding is it reduces miles traveled, from 
a safety standpoint, and maybe not as egregious as some of the 
weight concerns that are out there. 

Can we look to perhaps an answer on that quicker than the 
truck weight issue? 
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Secretary Foxx. Let me check in on that, and respond hack to 
you, Congressman. My goal is to get this all out as quickly as we 
possibly can. The industry and the stakeholders were promised a 
lot of input in the course of pushing this report out. And so, we 
want to make sure we honor that. 

Mr. Meadows. Sure. 

Secretary Foxx. But we will move as quickly as possible. I want 
to get back to you specifically on your question. 

Mr. Meadows. All right. The other night, on a town hall, it was 
interesting, because infrastructure funding actually came up in my 
conservative district. And it is interesting that even a number of 
conservatives want to make sure that we have a long-term funding 
strategy. As Mr. Kibble said, you know, there is — over 60 percent 
of our colleagues now say, “We want something long term.” Every- 
body knows the path we are on now is not sustainable. 

In fact, many of them on the call actually said that they agreed 
with the President, that repatriation is something that they can 
agree with. And whenever you can find Democrats, unaffiliateds, 
and Republicans agreeing on anything, I want to really start to 
focus on that. 

As I sell this back home, one of the troubling aspects — and I no- 
tice, in the breakdown of, you know, the GROW AMERICA Act, is 
a larger increase on transit than on highways. That is very difficult 
for me to sell back in North Carolina, because, predominantly, 
most of the transit dollars have gone to six cities, none of which 
are in North Carolina. And so, the American people don’t see the 
benefit, when we are increasing that at 75 percent versus 29 per- 
cent on surface roads. 

Is that mix something that we can work with to, hopefully, gain 
a bipartisan consensus across the country? Or is that something 
that is set in stone? 

Secretary Eoxx. Let me ask a clarifying question. Is Charlotte 
still in North Carolina? 

Mr. Meadows. Yes, but it doesn’t get — the majority of it. I know, 
Mr. Mayor. And if Charlotte was in there, I could understand it. 

Secretary Eoxx. I am joking with you. Look, here is the perspec- 
tive I would offer on the transit piece. The bill we are discussing, 
and that we will push out to you shortly, is a $478 billion bill. Now, 
there is a 29-percent increase in the highway allocation. But the 
highway allocation is increased over a much larger baseline. So, 
out of a $478 billion bill, there is $317 billion of it is that is dedi- 
cated to highways. 

The increase in transit, percentage-wise, is greater. But it 
amounts to 

Mr. Meadows. $115 billion 

Secretary Eoxx. Yes, $115 billion. The first point is that we are 
making substantially larger investments in our highway system 
under the bill than under transit. 

The second point gets back to a lot of the conversation we have 
had about the bottlenecking in our freight systems. In our Beyond 
Traffic survey over the next 30 years, one of the findings was that 
a lot of that congestion is happening around highly populated 
urban areas that connect into ports and so forth. One of the ways 
to relieve that congestion is to get the individual auto user off the 
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road. You do that partly by having good transit facilities. So, from 
a macro standpoint, I think the transit investments actually help 
our highway system move more people and more freight traffic. 

I realize that that may not be the answer that you were looking 
for, but that is — from the system standpoint, I think those are ra- 
tionales for the way we approach it. 

Mr. Meadows. All right. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield back. 

Mr. Shuster. Thank you very much. And, with that, I recognize 
Ms. Frankel for 5 minutes. 

Ms. Frankel. Thank you, Mr. Chair. And I welcome Mr. Foxx. 
And, as you can tell, we have a committee with outstanding leader- 
ship, and a real bipartisan spirit to move our economy, which is 
what modernizing transportation does. And I wanted to pick up on 
your discussion of a program — I think you called it FAST. 

Like you, I was a — I am a former mayor of a city called West 
Palm Beach. It is not Palm Beach; people get confused. I love Palm 
Beach, I represent Palm Beach, too. But West Palm Beach is a real 
urban city with beautiful weather. But it is very diverse. We have 
all kinds of issues. I can tell you this, that the number-one com- 
plaint I would get, as the mayor, where my phone would not stop 
ringing, was when the roads were obstructed. It was — people, 
whether they are going to work, getting their kid to school, or to 
baseball practice, going to the market, that is what aggravates peo- 
ple, when they could not move from one place to another. 

So, I like your idea of giving more flexibility, or getting more dol- 
lars back to the local government. Florida is a very big State, so 
I can tell you that up — the upstate, Tallahassee, does not know 
what is going on in the down part of the State, many times. And 
I am going to give you an example. 

When I became mayor, we — there was road construction going 
on. So there was an attempt to fix the roads. However, they kept 
moving the crews around from one city, one project, to another. 
And so, a project that should have maybe taken 6 months was in 
its third year. And when I complained to the State legislator, he 
said to me, “Just be grateful you are getting the money.” And I 
could not actually get the road completed until I actually put a sign 
up that said, “Call the Governor, stop calling me.” Really. 

And so — but I do have a question attached to this comment. 
How — what in your proposal — how do you encourage the big pic- 
ture — or, that is, regions working together — as well as getting the 
money to the local community? 

Secretary Foxx. It is an incredibly important question. First of 
all, I want to thank you for the support you have given to the focus 
on local communities. 

The problem we have — if you are living in a fast-growing area, 
is that those fast-growing areas are, more likely than not, to con- 
tinue to be fast-growing over the next 30 years. So, whatever 
throughput you are getting in your system today, it is going to in- 
crease. That means you are going to have obstructions, and folks 
are going to get delayed. Travel times that are half an hour today 
could become 45 minutes tomorrow, could become an hour over the 
next 30 years. 
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I think what is vitally important here is that we begin our 
thought process with what end we are trying to achieve. If the end 
is more throughput, more efficiency, more effective, more safety, 
then what you are talking about is vitally important, which is try- 
ing to address some of these issues at a more local level, even more 
local than the State, where we can. 

What we do through the bill is we create this FAST program, 
which puts dollars in place that areas can compete for. But the 
price of entry is that those areas have to either show how they are 
working with their suburban communities, the rural communities 
around those suburban areas, to develop a cohesive plan. Or, con- 
solidate their MPOs so that they can plan effectively at the local 
level. 

We think that when we have communities that are joined at the 
hip from an economic standpoint, thinking together about their in- 
frastructure, we are going to get better outcomes and better 
projects. 

Ms. Frankel. Thank you very much. And, Mr. Chair, I would 
just urge you and my colleagues also to consider putting something 
in our bill that is going to accomplish some of these ideas. And I 
thank you, and I waive back the rest of my time. 

Secretary Foxx. Thank you. 

Mr. Shuster. Thank you, Ms. Frankel. With that, Mr. Davis is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It has been a very inter- 
esting hearing. We talked about skunks and weather in Florida. I 
am not a former mayor. And, you know, we have nice weather in 
Illinois, just not nearly as many days as you have. But it is a great 
opportunity, I think, to sit here and discuss issues that are a lot 
less partisan than some other issues that are being discussed in 
these buildings, as we speak today, Mr. Secretary. 

And one of the issues I came here to help solve is to actually 
have a long-term, robustly funded highway bill to rebuild our crum- 
bling infrastructure, and find ways to do that. As a matter of fact, 
I have a local transportation advisory board, and my last guest at 
that advisor board meeting was your predecessor, former Secretary 
Ray LaHood, who used to represent a small portion of my district 
when he sat on this committee in Congress, just a few short years 
ago. 

And we talked about some of the options. We talked about some 
of the priorities. And I know we have addressed, you know, the 
thoughts of how do we come together, is it going to be a certain 
funding source. Those are discussions that we can have. But I 
would urge you and others to take some advice from my transpor- 
tation advisory board, that it is about creating somewhat of a port- 
folio of funding sources, so that we are not just stuck on one fund- 
ing source that may go up and down with the price of gasoline, 
may go up and down with CAFE standards that are being pushed 
by the Federal Government, itself, may go up and down with the 
further innovation of electric and LNG technology, and maybe up 
to the fleet levels, which could have a devastating impact on our 
gas tax revenues, and we would then be stuck in the same boat. 

So, those are the types of issues that I think we can easily work 
together, and I think this committee hearing showed that to you. 
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too, Mr. Secretary. But also in my transportation advisory board, 
in honor of the former mayor, and my colleague, Ms. Frankel, I had 
a lot of input from my local officials, and they want more local — 
they want more local control. They want a dedicated funding source 
for more local projects, so that they can work together with our 
Federal officials and our State officials in Illinois. 

And, with that, more local control of transportation — now, this is 
a top priority of mine. I cosponsored the Innovation — actually, 
originally sponsored the Innovation and Surface Transportation Act 
that is going to do that. And in the new highway bill, where you 
see local — where do you see local communities having opportunities 
to share in funding? 

Secretary Foxx. I think that is one of the reasons why having a 
strong, robust TIGER program continue is very important, because 
that has been an area where local communities have had the abil- 
ity to reach for Federal funding directly, and get it. 

Our transit investments in New Starts and Small Starts are also 
places where local government needs to continue to have the Fed- 
eral Government’s support. And then, this FAST program that I 
was just talking about with Representative Frankel, which gives 
local communities a real shot at some dedicated funding to get 
projects done in a more localized area, is also a very important 
area. 

Finally, TIFIA, our loan products, loan portfolio, is also a very 
important tool that local communities can access. And, as you well 
know, local communities are becoming very creative when it comes 
to figuring out ways to get things done, and we should continue to 
encourage that experimentation. 

Mr. Davis. I would appreciate that consideration from your agen- 
cy, and look forward to working with you on that. 

The Federal Government not only has a role in transportation, 
but also research. A number of the universities in my district par- 
ticipate in the University of Transportation Center program, whose 
goal — the goal is to improve education, and also increase competi- 
tiveness. What role do you see your agency playing in transpor- 
tation research and technology development, as we move this de- 
bate forward? 

Secretary Foxx. The budget that was released last week actually 
does contain substantial amounts of research, I think about $1 bil- 
lion in automation alone. We think that this is really an area that 
is critically important. 

Transportation historically has been a lagging sector, when it 
comes to integrating technology. With so many advances that are 
right in front of us, we think now is the time to really pivot very 
strongly towards integrating those technologies. 

One example of a way that technology is changing transportation 
is with bridges that are now being installed in the space of 48 or 
72 hours, because they are being crafted in a factory someplace, 
they are being rolled out to the site. The old bridge is taken down, 
the new bridge is put in, within a very short period of time. That 
is a technology, an approach, that has just come up in the last sev- 
eral years. But we are trying to do more of that. 
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Mr. Davis. Well, I would encourage you to continue to work with 
our universities. And Illinois will only take the entire billion, if you 
would let them. 

Well, thank you. I yield back the balance of my time. 

Secretary Foxx. Thank you. 

Mr. Shuster. I thank the gentleman. I now recognize Ms. Ed- 
wards for questions. 

Ms. Edwards. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. And to the 
ranking member, as well, and to you. Secretary Foxx. 

You know, I am a commuter; I live here, in the Metropolitan 
Washington area, in Maryland. Every morning I, like many of my 
constituents, wake up, you know, 5 o’clock, 6 o’clock in the morn- 
ing. First thing we do is turn on the television, look at the traffic 
report, and then we follow it all the way until it is time for us to 
leave our homes, so that we can see that we have to add that extra 
half hour on to our commute, just to get to work on time. 

And sometimes, you know, you are there a half an hour early, 
and sometimes you are a half an hour late, or sometimes you are 
on time. And that is the kind of time that commuters are wasting 
all over this country, not spending time with their families, not get- 
ting home in time to pick the kids up from daycare, because we are 
paying attention to our commute, and because of the congestion. 

Yesterday I woke — of course I woke up this morning, and looked, 
like a lot of us did, and saw a report of a woman who was driving 
on the Suitland Parkway. And she was driving up under the belt- 
way, and a block of concrete fell on her car, and she is lucky that 
she wasn’t hurt, and that other commuters weren’t, as well. 

And so, now, I guess, in addition to paying attention to the driv- 
ers on the road, that we are going to have to look up to make sure 
that concrete doesn’t fall onto our cars. This is what our commuters 
are facing every single day, because the infrastructure, as we have 
said, is falling apart. 

I think, while it is true that I believe that you, as the Secretary 
and the President, have an obligation to go across the country and 
talk to the American public about why we have to just step up and 
invest in our infrastructure, it is not just your responsibility. It is 
my responsibility to go out to our constituents in the Fourth Con- 
gressional District and say, “We are going to have to pay for our 
infrastructure, or you are going to have to watch for blocks of con- 
crete falling on your vehicles.” 

And I think it is going to take some combination of funding 
ideas. I don’t like it, if the administration is going to foreclose any 
of those, including a gas tax and a transaction tax, and, you know, 
this sort of one-time bringing money back. I mean all of those 
things have to be on the table to fund our infrastructure. And we 
will have to explain to our constituents why we are doing it, why 
we are asking them to step up, and then trust that they will tell 
you just what they are telling us and you all around the country: 
“We think that is OK, because we may not trust the way you guys 
spend a whole bunch of other money, but we want you to spend it 
on infrastructure.” That is our responsibility, and I take it very se- 
riously. 

In MAP-21, as you know — let me get back to this other — we au- 
thorized fundamental changes in the Federal safety oversight of 



36 


public transportation. I authored a bill, along with Senator Mikul- 
ski, that passed, that provided for us to develop those safety stand- 
ards. Today, the NTSB is issuing some emergency recommenda- 
tions following that Metro accident a few weeks ago. And what 
they are saying is, “We want to make sure that we test the ventila- 
tion systems, not just in Metro, but in systems all across the coun- 
try.” 

What I want to know is where we are in the process of devel- 
oping those standards for heavy rail systems, so that our com- 
muters, people who use transit, can feel confident when they get 
up and go to work in the morning. 

Secretary Foxx. It is a great question. I want to say that I did 
acknowledge the incident in Maryland last night. But there is no 
excuse for that in this country. There is none. I think that I stand 
with you in doing everything I can to see us get a bill that takes 
care of that problem, but also the problems we have all across the 
country. 

On the issue of the transit safety, we have spent the time, from 
the passage of MAP-21 to now, basically developing a mechanism 
that mimics a lot of what we have learned through FAA on safety, 
a safety management system is probably the best in the world, 
quite frankly. One of the final steps we have to do, in terms of pro- 
viding the oversight, is to push a rulemaking out that defines how 
we are going to implement what MAP-21 says. That rulemaking 
is very far along within the Department. We hope to push it out 
this spring, move it through the interagency process and out the 
door as quickly as possible. But the urgency is not lost on us, and 
we will absolutely take a careful look at what the NTSB rec- 
ommends, and you have my assurance we will do everything we 
can to prevent these accidents from happening. 

Ms. Edwards. Thank you, and I yield back. 

Mr. Shuster. I thank the gentlelady. And, with that, Mr. Graves 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Graves of Louisiana. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Sec- 
retary, we haven’t had the opportunity to meet yet, but your rep- 
utation, universally on this committee, is excellent, and I look for- 
ward to the opportunity to work with you. I think having the per- 
spective from the ground, as you have over the years, is very bene- 
ficial to your position. Again, looking forward to getting to know 
you better. 

First question pertains to the Highway Trust Fund funding 
mechanism. As you know, dating back decades, the funding mecha- 
nism has been based on more of a user fee-type approach. In 
GROW AMERICA — and you noted that you did put your cards on 
the table, and I certainly commend you for putting a proposal on 
the table, but it significantly deviates from that approach of a user 
fee. And potentially, long term, is it a sustainable funding stream? 

I am just curious about your brief comments on divorcing that 
user fee-type approach and the long-term sustainability of the repa- 
triation. 

Secretary Foxx. We haven’t divorced ourselves from it, yet, as a 
Nation, but we are separated. Over the last 6 years, what has hap- 
pened is basically General Fund transfers and other gimmicks to 
get the Highway Trust Fund back to level. I want to make clear 
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that I think that it hasn’t been the case that, over the last several 
years, that we have actually used just gas taxes to fund our sys- 
tem. 

Having said that, I think we should look at the system, as we 
have it today, and look at the funding challenges we have had, as 
an opportunity to think differently about not only how we fund it, 
which — we have given you a specific idea there — ^but what those 
funds actually get put towards, so that we can build for the country 
we are becoming, and not for the country we were 30 years ago. 

Mr. Graves of Louisiana. Sure, and again, I appreciate the fact 
that you put something on the table. I guess the question, more di- 
rectly, is do you believe that it, from a policy perspective, it makes 
sense for us to walk away from a user fee-type model? 

Secretary Foxx. I think there will always be a role for the gas 
tax. It does bring in revenue, it is just that it doesn’t bring enough 
revenue to keep the Highway Trust Fund afloat. 

I also think that we have been a little rigid in how we think of 
our surface transportation system, and what we expect out of it. 
And, frankly, what revenues that the current level of spending gets 
us, given the country we are going into. So, instead of seeing it as 
a constraint, I think the opportunity we have right now is to look 
at what we need out of the system, and work backwards. 

What you may find is that the user fee, as we know it, is part 
of that answer, but there are other ways that we maybe should be 
looking at it, going forward. And our pay-for introduces one way. 

Mr. Graves of Louisiana. Thank you. Next question, bringing 
things back home, I represent the south Louisiana areas. Baton 
Rouge, included. As I recall, the Interstate 10 there, it is one of the 
only places in the Nation that the interstate drops down to one 
lane. It is an extraordinary choke point. If you pull up your Google 
map right now, I am guessing it is going to be all red through 
there. 

The State has historically not fared very well under TIGER grant 
and other discretionary grant programs. Whenever I look at the 
mandatory split of 20 percent for transit, and sometimes see buses 
passing by with two folks on them, it doesn’t always seem to be 
kind of, I guess, best bang for the buck being invested in some 
cases. One, I think that our projects would compete very well na- 
tionally, in regard to TIGER grants; but, secondly, in some cases, 
some of the transit investments seem that they would be a lower 
priority than addressing this bottleneck that has implications from 
Houston all the way over to the Atlantic. 

We have one of the largest port systems in the world, huge 
freight transit. And just curious if you could comment on that. 

Secretary Eoxx. You know, I have been on I-IO before, and I 
know that an area like Baton Rouge has basically doubled in popu- 
lation since Hurricane Katrina. And that has taxed the infrastruc- 
ture systems. 

We put, I don’t know, $40-plus billion into formula funds down 
to the States. So most of the highway dollars that go into our high- 
way systems are given to the States, and then the States are 
charged with deciding how to spend them. If that highway hasn’t 
been expanded, I think my question would be where is the State 
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in this question, and why have they not taken advantage of the op- 
portunity to get that done? 

Mr. Graves of Louisiana. Which — I am out of time, and cer- 
tainly could have a much longer discussion here. But I just want 
to note that certainly some of the unique challenges, from an engi- 
neering perspective, that we have in Louisiana, with soil stabilities 
and others, make it much more expensive and difficult to do 
projects, waterway crossings, and other things. So, thank you. 

Secretary Foxx. Thank you. 

Mr. Shuster. Thank the gentleman. With that, Mr. Maloney 
from New York is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Maloney. Mr. Secretary, thank you for your time this morn- 
ing. Last week there was a terrible accident in my district — excuse 
me, just south of my district — ^but that took the lives of several of 
my constituents, who live in the Westchester portion of my district. 
The accident related to someone being in a grade crossing. And 
while we don’t often think of that as an instant that involves a 
problem with the railroad itself, the fact is that is where the over- 
whelming number of fatalities occur in rail accidents, are in grade 
crossings like the one in Valhalla, New York. Six people were killed 
in this accident: the driver and five people on the train. 

There are some critical Federal grant programs that relate to the 
safety of rail crossings. One we are working on in the PRRIA bill — 
and I want to thank the chairman for his — and the ranking mem- 
ber for their assistance on this, and particularly to the sub- 
committee chairman and ranking member, Mr. Denham, Mr. 
Capuano, along with Mr. Shuster, Mr. DeFazio, so that we can re- 
store critical funding in the passenger rail bill for grade crossing 
safety. 

But also in the highway context, there has also been, historically, 
money for highway crossing and rail crossing safety money. I be- 
lieve there is about $250 million in the President’s budget. 

My concern would be that, given the number of accidents we 
have seen at grade crossings, given the simple, direct relationship 
between relocating those crossings, putting an underpass under it, 
a little bridge over it, or simply improving the safety measures 
around it, the direct link between that and saving people’s lives, 
and the large number of grade crossings — there are 5,300 in my 
State alone — do you think that is an adequate amount of resources 
to address this problem? And could you just speak to the impor- 
tance of those grant programs? 

Secretary Foxx. Well, first of all. Congressman, my condolences 
to the constituents in your area who either were victimized by this 
incident, or have been alarmed by what happened there. And my 
heart and prayers go out to the family and friends of those who 
died. 

Safety is the top priority of USDOT. What you are speaking to 
are two variations on how we attack this issue. One is making sure 
that we have adequate resources to do grade crossings, and the 
safety measures associated with them, as best we can. We do have 
programs in the Federal Government to help with that. We are also 
studying new technologies and other things that could help us ad- 
vance safety on conventional grade crossings. 
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The other question that you are raising gets back to this question 
of our infrastructure deficit, which is, you know, are there ways 
that we can grade separate to avoid those types of conflicts, all to- 
gether. And the fact of the matter is there is not enough money in 
the system to help us do that, particularly — even on some of the 
highest danger areas. 

Mr. Maloney. So is it fair to say that the amount of money in 
the President’s budget, which I believe is about $250 million, for 
the rail highways crossing program is, in your mind, a minimum 
amount of money that we are required to keep these crossings safe, 
or to improve safety at that 

Secretary Foxx. What I am saying is that I think, as far as that 
particular program, on an annual basis that would be a helpful 
amount of money to have. But I think, on the issue of separating 
grades, which comes through other programs like the Federal high- 
way program or other programs in Federal rail, right now, we are 
just not spending enough money to really attack that problem as 
comprehensively as we need to. 

Mr. Maloney. Thank you for that. I also, because my time is 
limited, want to shift topics to ask you about the DOT-111 rule. 
I appreciate your comments very much, that this is a top priority 
for you. I know that it has been moved over now to the White 
House. 

What is your expectation about when we can get a DOT-111 rule 
to get these cars upgraded in time to do us some good? We had a 
hearing last week on this very subject, but everyone seems to be 
frustrated with the time it is taking. So I appreciate your remarks 
that it is a priority. I know you have done your piece of this re- 
cently. What is a realistic timeframe to be getting a final rule on 
this critical issue? 

Secretary Foxx. It is a timeframe that goes beyond my owner- 
ship. This is an administration-wide interagency review that has to 
occur. We are pushing as hard and as fast as we can. I cannot give 
you a timeframe, but what I can tell you is there is no one in my 
building or at the White House or anyplace else that is confused 
about how urgently I think this rule needs to move forward. 

Mr. Shuster. Thank you very much. Thank the gentleman. With 
that, I recognize Mr. Massie for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Massie. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Secretary Foxx, thanks for coming here today. I really appreciate 
your comments, and I am reminded of why I like serving on this 
committee. We have — it is a bipartisan committee, and we all have 
the same objective, which is a robust transportation infrastructure. 
And as — being the Member from the district that contains the 
Brent Spence Bridge, I particularly appreciated your comments and 
awareness of the situation there. 

I am sure you used that as an example, not because it connects 
the Speaker of the House’s district with the Senate majority lead- 
er’s State, but that it has a legitimate — yes — what, me? But that 
it has a legitimate Federal nexus. I mean 3 percent of the Nation’s 
freight goes across that bridge. There are two interstates that come 
together and cross that bridge. And so it is very important. It is 
one of those things that we need to work on. 
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You know, we — it occurred to me, while I was sitting here, that 
half of the members of this committee weren’t even here for MAP- 
21, and that is how much turnover we have had in Congress. So 
forgive us if we ask some obvious questions that you have had to 
answer before. And I have one of those questions. You know, our 
constituents send us here, and they expect us to question the way 
things have been done. 

But one of the questions I have is — and maybe you could help me 
with this — why is it that we constrain ourselves to say that mass 
transit and public transportation has to be funded with the High- 
way Trust Fund, and not, for instance, the General Fund? Why do 
we do it that way? Why was it done that way before we got here? 

Secretary Foxx. That is a very good question. And the answer is 
that there is a huge difference between having a revenue source 
that is recurrent, and a revenue source that isn’t. The difference 
is predictability. I can tell you, having been a mayor, we are not 
spending 100 percent of the Federal money to get transit projects 
done. Usually there is a share. 

When you are going to your community and saying, “Hey, we 
need to get the next transit project done, and we have got to put 
up 50 percent, 60 percent,” whatever the percentage is, you want 
to have assurance that when you go to the voters to get those re- 
sources, that the Federal Government share is actually going to 
happen. Having the transit part of it in the trust fund is critical, 
because it provides that certainty. 

Mr. Massie. That makes sense, you know, the predictability of 
it. But it gets us away from that user fee model, which I think is 
an admirable model to follow, that the people using the resource 
are the ones paying for it. In this case, the highways is what I am 
talking about. 

And — but following up on predictability, you know, now that — be- 
cause we have mass transit in the Highway Trust Fund, we are ac- 
tually sometimes, this summer, jeopardizing the funding for some 
of these highway projects if we don’t come up with a solution before 
then. So I think we should — things might have changed a little bit, 
maybe the Highway Trust Fund was more flush before inflation 
kicked in, and I think it is something maybe we should relook — 
we should take a look at. 

One quick question that I have — and this is much simpler, easier 
thing to solve — in the State of the Union speech, the President reit- 
erated his commitment to veterans, and making sure that they 
were — had long-term employment when they returned to our coun- 
try after serving our country. And I want to point out that the 
trucking industry has long employed veterans and their families. 
And — but recently, the FMCSA has required people who want to be 
in that industry, to get a CDL commercial driver’s license, to re- 
ceive a DOT physical from somebody registered with the National 
Registry of Certified Medical Examiners. 

Now, we looked into this, and it turns out, at the VA, in the VA, 
there are only 12 doctors that are certified to give these physicals 
to the veterans seeking their CDLs. Is there something we could 
do about that to make sure that veterans aren’t left in the lurch, 
or don’t fall through the cracks here? 
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Secretary Foxx. Let me take a look at that, Congressman. My 
understanding is that we are doing everything we can to make it 
easier for veterans to get in these careers, the philosophy being 
that if you can drive a, you know, huge-ton vehicle in Afghanistan, 
you ought to be able to drive one here, in the U.S. 

And so, let me try to figure out and get down to the bottom of 
what you are talking about. But our goal is to help out. 

Mr. Massie. I appreciate that. 

Mr. Shuster. The gentleman’s time has expired. Thank the gen- 
tleman. 

And Mr. Lipinski is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Lipinski. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you. Secretary 
Foxx, for being here, and all the work that you do. I want to start 
by thanking — I appreciate the support that DOT has given to Chi- 
cago in the past few months, to the CTA for $35 million made 
available in August to the Red and Purple Line modernization, and 
the recent approval of the TIFIA loan for the Blue Line. 

I know the transit authority is also very appreciative of this 
funding, especially of the ridership, along with the state of good re- 
pair, which — that the backlog — which, right now is about $36.1 
million in the — for all of the transit in the Chicago region. 

I know that, you know, we do have our debates about transit, 
and the funding for transit, but I certainly think — just take, for ex- 
ample, I paid $4.65 — I Metroed to get here this morning, which 
seems like it is not a really cheap fare, there were probably 700, 
800 people on the train I was on, and I think everyone who drove 
today is probably happy those people weren’t on the road this 
morning, making even more congestion. So I think it is very impor- 
tant that we do fund public transit. There is an important role for 
public transit, and it does help people on our roads to not have 
more cars on the road, causing more congestion and more — really, 
chewing up our roads more. 

Is there anything — you know, what tools do we have right now 
to help a region like Chicago, DC, over the next 10 years reach a 
state of good repair? And what tools or programs should we look 
at developing or authorizing in the next surface transportation re- 
authorization to help with this great backlog? 

Secretary Foxx. Well, thank you for your comments. Congress- 
man. I agree with you, that there is a benefit to users of the high- 
way system to have a strong transit system, particularly in highly 
congested areas. We are even finding, in some of our rural commu- 
nities, where people are not as connected as job access, having 
those systems in place. 

We introduced several tools in the GROW AMERICA Act that 
speak to this issue of maintaining a state of good repair, including 
the critical infrastructure investment program that I talked about 
before, which puts billions in place specifically for maintenance. 
Within transit, specifically, we would expand the core capacity pro- 
gram, which is focused on helping some of our legacy systems 
maintain their assets in even better shape. 

Again, some of the programs that I have talked about before, 
such as TIFIA, which was used in Chicago just last week, to help 
fix up the Blue Line in that city is another tool that is available, 
as well as the TIGER program, which we would urge this Congress 
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to continue. And private activity bonds, as well. So there are lots 
of tools that we expand on in the GROW AMERICA Act to help im- 
prove things. 

Mr. Lipinski. Very good. Thank you. A couple things I just want 
to touch on very quickly. I think it is important that we have a 
strong research title in the bill. As Ms. Esty was talking about, it 
is very important that we do all that we can in leveraging innova- 
tion to help to decrease the congestion on our roads. And I think, 
certainly, we can do a lot with R&D that will help us to do that, 
and other ways that we can help with surface transportation by 
doing the R&D. 

The other thing is I wanted to echo Representative Maloney’s 
comments about the need for more help for — at grade crossings, 
and also for grade separations, for — to improve safety. 

And one last thing. I just want to ask if you could tell me when 
you anticipate EHWA’s — will release the final primary freight net- 
work. Because, certainly, something in Chicago, as the hub of the 
Nation, with over $3 trillion of freight moving through, something 
very important to us. So is there anything you could tell me about 
that? 

Secretary Eoxx. We expect to release the primary freight net- 
work this year. That is work that has been ongoing since MAP-21 
was passed. We are looking forward to moving that through, and 
publishing it, and sharing it with you. 

Mr. Lipinski. Very good. Look forward to that. I yield back. 

Secretary Eoxx. Thank you. 

Mr. Shuster. Thank the gentleman. With that, I recognize Gov- 
ernor Sanford. 

Mr. Sanford. Good to see you again, a pleasure. Thank you for 
being here, and thank you for your forbearance in working your 
way through the list of attendees. A couple quick questions. 

One is, you know, a basic accounting rule is to match up long- 
term liabilities with long-term assets, and vice versa, with regard 
to short-term obligations. And so, in as much as there have been 
three different conversations with the last three speakers on mass 
transit, it seems to break that rule, as we both know, in that a 
number of things have been hobbled to the trust fund that don’t 
contribute to the trust funds. So we are — you have a mismatch, 
from a funding standpoint, irregardless of the merits of the dif- 
ferent, you know, programs that have been added, whether it is 
with the, you know, alternative programs, in terms of bicycle paths, 
and what not, or, indeed, with mass transit. 

Why not go back to the simple core of that which contributes to 
the Highway Trust Eund gets money from the Highway Trust 
Eund? Why wouldn’t that be a sensible idea? 

Secretary Eoxx. Well, I am not sure what mechanism one would 
use to support the transit needs of this country. 

Mr. Sanford. Well, I mean, if — General Eund, I mean. General 
Eund seems to be yanked on from a lot of different spots, and this 
would go on the list. 

Secretary Eoxx. We solved this problem by creating a transpor- 
tation trust fund, calling it that, and having it supported, in part, 
by this pro-growth business tax reform. 
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Mr. Sanford. But if we were to go back in time, folks that stood 
in that same spot that you are sitting in would have said the exact 
same thing about the origination of the Highway Trust Fund, prior 
to these different bells and whistles getting added to it. 

Secretary Foxx. I have to concern myself — and I would urge the 
committee to concern itself — with what is actually happening out 
in the country. What is happening is these choke points that exist 
on our highways are going to increase. We have seen examples, 
where you add a lane of highway to relieve that congestion, and it 
works for a year or two, and all of a sudden population comes in, 
and you are in the same place you were. 

So, if we want to he on that treadmill, I think it is going to mean 
more traffic, longer travel times. That is not to say that we don’t 
need strong investment in our highways. We do 

Mr. Sanford. Well, why not more experimentation there in al- 
ternate pricing? I think, if I am not mistaken, that is San Diego. 
And I know a number of other countries around the globe have 
gone to, basically, premium pricing at premium travel times for ad- 
ditional capacity. Not existing capacity, but additional capacity. 
And, in some cases, it has worked to alleviate travel, because, you 
know, you could pick up your groceries, you know, at 5 o’clock, or 
you could pick them up earlier or after, and there is a real, you 
know, difference there, in terms of traffic load. Why not more ex- 
perimentation and more flexibility with regard to premium pricing? 

Secretary Foxx. On that score, we agree with you, that experi- 
mentation should be an option. But it should be an option at the 
local level. The Department should have a role in deciding whether 
that is an appropriate use of, for example, tolling. 

We don’t purport to toll every single stretch of highway across 
the country. But if a given Governor wants to experiment with it, 
we think they ought to at least he able to make their case. 

Mr. Sanford. Two quick — I see I am running short. One ques- 
tion not related to the Highway Trust Fund bill is I know we have 
been waiting on a DOT report with regard to truck weights and — 
I guess it was around November. Where are we on that? When can 
we expect to actually see that report? 

Secretary Foxx. We are pushing as hard as we can. As I said be- 
fore, we promised the stakeholders on all sides of this issue very 
robust stress-testing that they would be involved in, including pub- 
lic input. So, we still have steps to go there. But my hope is we 
get it done as soon as possible. 

Mr. Sanford. Why not more in the way of devolution? Some peo- 
ple have said the way that you solve our highway problem is more 
in the way of devolution back to States, because the current model, 
in essence, favors old infrastructure over new. It favors, you know, 
areas that mayhe aren’t growing as much as other parts of the 
country are. Why not more experimentation on that front, as well? 

Secretary Foxx. Yes. I think we have got a bigger problem than 
a highway problem. We have got a mobility problem. And the mo- 
bility problem has lots of dimensions to it that include highways. 

I don’t think we can go back to 1956. I think that would be a 
mistake, because the country is moving in a very different direc- 
tion. The Millennials that are now more populous than the Baby 
Boomers 
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Mr. Sanford. Can I really interrupt? I see I have got 12 seconds. 

Secretary Foxx. Yes. 

Mr. Sanford. One last question. You may have to get it sub- 
mitted in writing. 

Secretary Foxx. Yes. 

Mr. Sanford. But just — you know, one other way of stretching, 
obviously, highway trust — this ties back to Davis-Bacon. As we all 
know, there is a premium on cost of construction on Federal 
projects versus not. Why not use that as another way of stretching 
Highway Trust Fund dollars? 

Secretary Foxx. Well, if I can answer — OK. I would like to finish 
what I was saying 

Mr. Sanford. OK, all right. 

Secretary Foxx [continuing]. Which was that Millennials are 
moving an entirely different way. They are moving closer in. They 
are using bikes and other things. They are sharing cars, using 
Zipcars, and stuff. And I don’t think we should plan for a system 
that was 1956. We need to plan for 2045. So that is on that point. 

On the other points, on labor, look, I think we firmly believe in 
the American worker having a shot at jobs that build up our coun- 
try, and we don’t yield from that. 

Mr. Sanford. Thank you, again, for your time. 

Secretary Foxx. Thank you. 

Mr. Shuster. Thank you, Mr. Sanford. Ms. Titus. 

Ms. Titus. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Secretary, welcome 
back. It is nice to see you. 

You mentioned in your presentation about the tremendous 
growth in the Southwest. I represent Las Vegas, as you know, so 
I can attest to that. We have got 2 million people, and over 42 mil- 
lion tourists who come there every year. We want to invite you out 
to see for yourself the challenges we face. I am sure my colleague, 
Mr. Hardy, and I would be glad to host you, if you will come and 
see us. 

It is not news to you, either, that I am going to keep pushing for 
I-ll, and for a reopening of Amtrak between Las Vegas and Los 
Angeles. But today my questions are a little different. 

I want to ask you about autonomous vehicles. I know you re- 
cently rode in the Google car in southern California. Nevada is one 
of the few States that has enacted legislation to allow for the test- 
ing and driving of automatic vehicles. But I don’t want us to get 
behind the curve, like the FAA has done with autonomous aerial 
vehicles, where the industry for drones is so far ahead of Govern- 
ment that we are losing out to other countries. 

So, I would ask you to kind of address what you see as Depart- 
ment of Transportation’s role, moving forward with that tech- 
nology. 

And my second question — and this is something you also ac- 
knowledge in your GROW AMERICA proposal — has to do with the 
importance of travel and tourism. Certainly, those agencies, like 
convention authorities that oversee travel and tourism, are greatly 
affected by the transportation decisions, but they don’t play much 
of a role in the whole planning process. So I wonder if you might 
address how we could do a better job of incorporating their needs 
and their expertise in that process. 
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Secretary Foxx. So, two things. We take a very strong lean-in po- 
sition on technology in the GROW AMERICA Act. I think the 
President’s budget speaks to this, with significant investments in 
automation. Some of that is about understanding and working with 
industry to develop the pathway for these technologies to find their 
way into the marketplace. 

But some of it also has to do with trying to start addressing some 
of the unknowns around, you know, how connected vehicles actu- 
ally connect to each other, working with industry to come up with 
ways to make that a reality. There are examples of cars like the 
Google car, that is autonomous, that isn’t connected, doesn’t need 
the connection to function. We have got to develop the same kind 
of apparatuses that States like California have begun to do, and we 
need to think about the Federal role there. And that is what some 
of these investments will help us do. 

On your other question about 

Ms. Titus. Travel and tourism? 

Secretary Foxx [continuing]. Travel and tourism, there are sev- 
eral places where our bill, I think, helps. One of the most impor- 
tant ones is that a lot of the idea generation for projects comes at 
the local and State level. The more we can connect the inputs into 
that process to economic growth and economic development, the 
more output we are going to get, in terms of supporting travel and 
tourism in other critical parts of our economy. 

So, this idea of encouraging local communities to form MPO sys- 
tems that are regional in nature, that actually have resources to 
get projects done, and that bring in not only the urban core, but 
the suburban and the rural areas around them to work together 
and think together about how they want to define themselves, I 
think that is an opportunity for the travel and tourism industry to 
play a real role in getting real things done on the ground. 

Ms. Titus. Well, I am glad to hear you say that, because so often 
the great bulk of the Federal dollars go to State agencies to be dis- 
tributed. Mr. Davis and I have a bipartisan bill that we introduced 
again this year to bring more of that decisionmaking to the local 
level, which would include stakeholders from the business commu- 
nity, tourism, and other bodies like that. So, if you take a look at 
it, we would appreciate it. 

Secretary Foxx. You got it. 

Ms. Titus. Thank you. 

Secretary Foxx. Thank you. 

Ms. Titus. Yield back. 

Mr. Shuster. Thank the gentlelady. And, with that, I recognize 
Mrs. Comstock, 5 minutes. 

Mrs. Comstock. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Good morning, Mr. 
Secretary. Thank you for your patience. 

I wanted to return to the urgent report that was issued today 
from the NTSB on the Metro situation that, obviously, impacts a 
lot of my constituents. And I wanted to ask you, given — you really 
have sort of an army of Davids right in your own building who are 
experts on the Metro, because they ride it every day, like my con- 
stituents. And they are also involved in transportation policy. 

So I kind of wanted to ask you, you know, on a human level, and 
on just sort of an expertise level, did you have anyone within the 
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agency come to you and say, “Hey, boss, this — you know, I was 
there,” or, “I know people who were there,” or, “I ride the Metro 
every day, and we need to — you know, this was done wrong. One, 
two” — you know, X, Y, or Z. Did you have anybody kind of come 
to you and give you that firsthand and bend your ear on that? 

Secretary Foxx. We have employees that use the Metro system 
that were impacted by the incident that happened recently here. 
And we do have a role in doing a deep dive into this, supporting 
the NTSB as they 

Mrs. Comstock. Right. 

Secretary Foxx [continuing]. Look at it. We — I have not had a 
person come to me with a technical explanation for what happened, 
based on their personal observations. But we recognize that, if 
there is anything within our sphere of influence that we can do fol- 
lowing this incident to attack it so that it doesn’t happen again 
here or elsewhere in the country, we will do it. We will absolutely 
do it. 

Mrs. Comstock. OK. And given — you know, the recommenda- 
tions came out today, and I appreciate that. But they are listed as 
urgent, but it is a month after the incident. So, you know, I think 
you can understand people might feel concerned about that. And I 
certainly understand you want to go through a process. 

But I was wondering, in light of, you know. Delegate Norton’s 
comments, and Congresswoman Edwards, if you might be able to 
agree to maybe go with some of us and just go on Metro and, in 
light of these recommendations, maybe have some of your experts 
come with us who kind of look at these things, and are really the 
experts on transit, and take a ride, sort of a walk-through/ride- 
through, with these recommendations in mind, and just have, you 
know, those of us who can, you know, maybe do something quickly, 
if we identify it, instead of waiting for some of these reports that, 
I know when we met, they told us it might be 6 months, and a lot 
of the things that we just need to have done immediately. So if we 
might be able to find a date to do that with some of my colleagues, 
I 

Secretary Foxx. I would be happy to. 

Mrs. Comstock. Great. I would really appreciate it, and thank 
you for — on that. 

And I wanted to also mention I had been able to watch your ap- 
pearance with — I guess it was on a Google chat, or — with Mr. 
Schmidt there, talking about transportation, and the vision that 
you have. And one of the things that captured my attention was 
when Google talked about, you know, the private bus system that 
they have, and how they utilize that, and, apparently, how they 
run from 5 a.m. to 10 a.m. They go all around and pick up their 
employees, they — obviously, they are all wired in on those buses. 
And it is an entirely private system. 

And I know I have Capital One that serves in my district, and 
they do a lot — probably not — maybe not as innovative as Google, 
but they have a lot of that going on between the Richmond office 
and their Tyson’s Corner office, and they bring people to the Met- 
ros, and they do that. Do you have other — an inventory of other 
kind of private uses here? Because this is entirely private, as far 
as I know, no public money here. 
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But what can we do to encourage those kind of innovative 
things? You know, people are working on those buses. They are 
there with their colleagues, probably a lot of business goes on. It 
certainly looks like a win-win for Google; I know it is for Capital 
One. How can we expand upon that, and help our transit situa- 
tion — kind of combines, you know, our technology that we can all 
use, while we are on those buses? And what additional things can 
we do in that area? 

Secretary Foxx. I will ask my team to survey what we know 
about that. It is not completely unlike what many universities do. 
We do have at least some parallels there. But it is a phenomenon 
that is interesting. And I will make sure we share with you what 
we know. 

Mrs. Comstock. OK. And I know there have been numerous arti- 
cles written about it that I saw, and it really did look like a great 
way to, you know, get people in to work. And I know in our areas 
where they have HOT lanes, they would be able to use the HOT 
lanes doing that, so they would all have a faster commute. But the 
flexibility that they use really seemed very — you know, certainly 
probably can work a lot quicker than some of the other public sys- 
tems that we might be waiting to get online. And so, if this is a 
good way we can complement things, I would really like to see 
what more we can do on that. 

And, Mr. Chairman, I hope we can maybe look at that more, and 
see what we might be able to do in that arena, you know, all across 
the country with a lot of our businesses. 

Mr. Hardy [presiding]. The gentlelady’s time has expired. I 
would like to turn 5 minutes over to Mr. Babin. 

Mr. Babin. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate it. Mr. Sec- 
retary Foxx, I appreciate you being here, and enlivening our — en- 
larging our knowledge on transportation and what is going on in 
your world. 

I am a former mayor, as well. Not as large of a town as you, a 
small town in east Texas. But we do have a lot of infrastructure 
there, and highways. And I guess one of the biggest things that I 
have noticed, that — we want to ensure the highway safety and the 
public safety, that it should be top priority, and I know you agree 
with that. 

But we have a number, or a percentage of our Highway Trust 
Fund, precious dollars, that are going to — that are being spent on 
beautification, bike trails, and nonessential things. And I think, as 
of the passage of MAP-2 1 highway bill, took some of the first steps 
towards releasing States from mandating spending on these non- 
essential trails, beautification, et cetera, and other projects. 

But in my Texas district, which is part of Houston, part of Harris 
County, but another eight rural counties, we have bridges that are, 
literally, falling apart. And it is distressing to the folks there, when 
we see a large bike project that is going on, 10 miles of bike trails, 
millions of dollars being spent, when we can’t seem to get the 
bridges repaired, which are endangering the public. 

How much of a shift have you seen in States as to redirecting 
some of these funds away from these enhancement projects, and 
going to critical infrastructure like bridge work? That is my first 
question. If you will answer that one, I appreciate it. 
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Secretary Foxx. I would like to survey and come back to you 
with more specifics. But just my casual observation, off the top of 
my head, is that I think States and local governments are strug- 
gling with the growth. All of them are struggling with it in dif- 
ferent ways. Some of them, part of the response is to mix up what 
they are doing. And that is why you start to see some of these in- 
vestments in the bike/ped area. 

Coincidentally, bike-pedestrian is the only area within what we 
cover at DOT where we have seen an increase in fatalities and ac- 
cidents over the last 4 years, and I think that may be driving some 
of those investments, as well. I happen to think those are good in- 
vestments, but I understand the point. 

Here is why we are here, though. We are here because, over the 
many years, we just haven’t taken care of what we have, period. 
It is like having math homework that we haven’t done for the last 
month. Now we have got a bunch of it to do, and there is only so 
much time to get it done. So I think this accumulation of short- 
term thinking and underinvestment is starting to hit us, and we 
are starting to look at stuff we have been doing, and saying, “Why 
are we doing this?” 

But I think bike-pedestrian investments, the small amount that 
we are putting — in the Federal Government — into those things is 
actually worth it. 

Mr. Babin. OK, thank you. And another thing, would you sup- 
port further changes that would allow States to redirect some 
funds from the transit spending towards critical infrastructure re- 
pair? 

Secretary Foxx. I think the premise is that the transit invest- 
ments aren’t critical. If you go up to, for instance, Chicago and New 
York City, where they have got these subway systems that are 
aging and old and falling apart, if that system falls apart, our econ- 
omy is going to fall apart. 

I think that we have critical investments that need to be made 
in both areas, quite frankly. 

Mr. Babin. There is just not enough funding. 

Secreta^ Foxx. Exactly. And if we pass the GROW AMERICA 
Act, we will have it. 

Mr. Babin. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will yield back my time. 

Mr. Hardy. The gentleman yields back. I would like to provide 
5 minutes for myself, if we may. Thank you, Mr. Secretary, for 
being here. 

Secretary Foxx. Thank you. 

Mr. Hardy. As the — my colleague from Nevada recently spoke, 
we share common exercise. We would like to see the I-ll corridor 
taken care of. 

In your statement you mentioned that the States and local gov- 
ernments should work together, and should be rewarded for that, 
coordinating with each other and making decisions with their 
neighboring governments. That — prioritizing funding for freight 
projects that is essential benefit to a State’s economy. 

I am proud to say that Nevada has been doing that for quite 
some time, particularly with Arizona and Idaho on the Idaho — on 
the I-ll corridor. And, as you may or may not know, Nevada — Las 
Vegas, and Phoenix are the only two major cities that don’t have 
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a north-south corridor. I was wondering what kind of — or could 
you — if you elaborate on the Federal Government, how they would 
be willing to help support locals in that coordination, or that co- 
ordinate — 

Secretary Foxx. Yes. I think it gets back to the FAST program 
we have been talking about, where you have your MPO system 
that would actually be empowered to do more, in terms of actually 
delivering projects. The price for that would be you would have to 
think regionally. It can’t just be a city, it has to be the surrounding 
area, and the rural areas surrounding it. But we would actually 
provide not only the decisionmaking mechanism, but actually re- 
sources to help get those projects done, in addition to increasing 
the amount of money that the State gets. 

So much of where the dollars flow is at the State level. A lot of 
these decisions are actually being made at the State level, not at 
the Federal level, to either fund or not fund things. What we are 
trying to do with this bill is we are trying to put enough money 
in the system in enough different ways for it to flow, that we get 
more projects done, and there is more flexibility to get those 
projects done. 

Mr. Hardy. You know, as the — looking at the State of Nevada, 
in particular, we have been dealing with this — I was on the public 
works regional transportation commission for a number of years, 
trying to deal with this situation. Nevada, Arizona, Utah, and 
other places don’t get looked at the same way as the congestion we 
have out here, because we have Federal lands that are definitely 
between the two city corridors. 

And so, unless you have ever had to spend all day — sometimes 
close to 16 hours in traffic — driving from L.A. to Las Vegas, you 
have never experienced traffic like you have here. You know, at 
least you get off it. You could — from 11 to 16 hours. This has been 
a challenge, many times a year, for many years. And so we get 
looked at as not a challenge in traffic transportation, because we 
don’t have that populous between the two. 

But this is a major freight corridor for Nevada and Utah, and for 
the Midwest. We come right out of the Long Beach area, the 1-15 
corridor. So it is congested, and I think that I-ll corridor will help 
solve that congestion, so people can go across 40. This 15 corridor 
takes it all the way to the 1-80 and 1-70 corridors to go across the 
Nation. So I would like to just make you aware of that. And thank 
you for your time. 

Secretary Foxx. Thank you. 

Mr. Hardy. I would like to yield 5 minutes to Mr. Gibbs. 

Mr. Gibbs. Thank you. Chairman. Thank you. Secretary Foxx, 
for being here. I have got three points I want to hit on. 

Secretary Foxx. Sure. 

Mr. Gibbs. First, in your testimony you talk about examples — I 
mean unnecessarily long review processes. That could be NEPA 
studies and all that. And you don’t have to answer this part today, 
but can you give us maybe — the committee — some specific exam- 
ples of things we could do in the next highway bill? And then what 
we did in MAP-21 to make the next highway bill better, and that 
streamlining process? 
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And the second part, second part of my question, is the GROW 
AMERICA Act. I think you just made a comment it is not going 
to go about — we — GROW AMERICA Act will have the finances. 

Secretary Eoxx. Yes. 

Mr. Gibbs. Well, I am going to respectfully disagree. Eirst of all, 
the President’s proposed funding is not repatriation, it is a new 
tax, because it is 14 percent on accrued profits of American compa- 
nies overseas, and 19 percent moving forward. And so I don’t know 
how you would actually enforce that, because I think you actually 
have a consequence that — I don’t know if — why they haven’t 
thought of this. I mean businesses will probably be more likely to 
move their headquarters out of the United States, since — and 
more — secondly, there will probably be more inversions because — 
of more foreign companies buying our American businesses. So I 
don’t think that is a viable solution. 

But I think repatriation, if it is done right, is a viable solution. 
I know Senators Paul and Boxer have a proposal out there. I have 
been saying we ought to just say, “If you bring the money back, you 
pay 5 percent, and it all goes in the Highway Trust Fund, and you 
do whatever you want with the other 95 percent.” There is really 
only two things they can do with it: invest in their businesses and 
grow jobs, or — pay dividends. You know, I think everybody wins. 
Don’t put all the strings attached. 

But I think repatriation ought to be on the table as part of the 
solution. Maybe not the total solution, but part of the solution. 

But I guess my question on this part to you, what is it that you 
or the administration doesn’t like about that type of — so that is re- 
patriation, and not a new tax. 

Secretary Eoxx. I agree with you that our proposal is not repatri- 
ation. Let me try to explain how ours works, and get — in response 
to your question. 

Right now, if a company has untaxed earnings overseas, to bring 
that back they are going to be taxed at a 35 percent 

Mr. Gibbs. That is correct, yes. 

Secretary Eoxx. What our proposal actually does is it actually 
imposes a one-time tax of 14 percent, which is a 21-percent reduc- 
tion off of what they would have been taxed, had they just brought 
it overseas today, from 

Mr. Gibbs. But — correct me if I am wrong — it is a tax on all their 
accrued profits, even if they don’t bring it back, right? 

Secretary Eoxx. That is right. 

Mr. Gibbs. That is right. So it is a new tax. 

Secretary Eoxx. But what it does is it clears the field. It is — they 
can bring it back, they can not bring it back 

Mr. Gibbs. Well, I think they can bring it back to 5 or 6 percent, 
and they are more likely to do that. 

Secretary Eoxx. Well, it gets done one time. Then, going for- 
ward — and that, the 14 percent, is how we pay for our bill. The 19 
percent is a go-forward on future earnings overseas, and there is 
actually a fairly complicated way that they reduce the 

Mr. Gibbs. OK, I got to move on, but 

Secretary Eoxx. Yes. 

Mr. Gibbs [continuing]. I think the unintended consequence 
could be more inversions, and 
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Secretary Foxx. This is an approach that Chairman Camp intro- 
duced last year as a proposal. It is one that has been introduced 
on a bipartisan basis. There are differences in the rate, but it is 
basically the same approach. 

Mr. Gibbs. Well, I think that part is a new tax — OK, we will dis- 
agree, we will disagree on that. 

Third-part question I want to get here in my last 90 seconds is 
I hear from a lot of my truckers of the FMCSA and the CSA pro- 
gram, how they get dinged if they — their records if they have an 
accident and it is not their fault, somebody rear-ends them, you 
know, clearly there is accidents that, clearly, sometimes the other 
person’s fault, and not — ^but it doesn’t matter on — for their records. 
And, you know, it puts them — adds cost, their insurance rates can 
go up, all kinds of problems. Can add to the cost of their customers 
they are trying to serve, because they want cleaner records. 

What is your thoughts on that? It seems like, to me, that is not 
right. 

Secretary Foxx. We are taking a look at this question. I have 
heard the same concerns. On the other end of the scale, there is 
also some advantage to transparency and folks knowing what they 
are getting when they pay for a certain operator to do a service. 
And so, we are trying to figure out what the right balance is, and 
I promise you we are taking a look at it. 

Mr. Gibbs. And I think, to also — to build on it a little bit more, 
it has broken down in categories. And I have one trucking firm 
that moved up — which way — in a whole category. Even though he 
had an impeccable record, he got dinged because he — a different 
category, and it was just — it is not working. I guess that is how — 
so I yield back my time. Thank you. 

Mr. Shuster. Thank the gentleman. And, with that, Mr. Woodall 
has just had a timely entrance. Mr. Rouzer, I will have to put you 
on hold. Mr. Woodall is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Woodall. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Secretary Foxx, I ap- 
preciate your waiting on those of us who are running behind. 

I know Mr. Massie talked to you earlier about certified medical 
examiners, and the impact on veterans. I wanted to ask you about 
the impact on other folks. I know when we passed SAFETEA-LU 
here, when you promulgated your regulations, driver safety, road 
safety, passenger safety, all of those safety issues were job one. 

But we have a number of family-owned trucking companies in 
my district, as you would imagine. I have one constituent, his name 
is James Cooper, and he — his family has — for generations, has 
owned Cooper Trucking. But he can’t go to his family physician, be- 
cause his family physician didn’t decide to go through the process 
to become a member of the registry. And so, rather than going to 
the physician who has known him his entire life, knows all of his 
frailties and all of his strengths, he had to go to a chiropractor that 
he had never met before, no knowledge of his history. 

And since our common goal is certifying safety, I guess my ques- 
tion to you is, have we achieved that goal with the registry? Be- 
cause it seems counterintuitive to me that sending someone to a 
doctor they have never seen before, but who has taken the 3-hour 
class to be a part of the registry, rather than going to that family 
physician they have seen for 50 years, may actually bring us a less 
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desirable result, rather than a more desirable result. Could you 
speak to that? 

Secretary Foxx. As I said before, this is something I need to go 
back to our team and drill down on. If your friend is a veteran, and 
is trying to get the work driving trucks, our posture has been to 
try to help make that happen as seamlessly as possible. So, let me 
just go back to the team and give you a written response, if you 
don’t mind. 

Mr. Woodall. I don’t. But — though I may be asking a slightly 
different question. You know, when I think about SAFETEA-LU in 
2005, I think about folks trying to deal with fraud in medical cer- 
tifications, and saying, “In order to prevent fraud, we are going to 
make sure everybody, every physician, is certified, becomes a part 
of this registry.” The constituent I am thinking of is not a veteran, 
just a rank-and-file owner-operator of a small trucking company. 
And yet, in the name of safety, because of the laws we have writ- 
ten, the regulations you have promulgated, he cannot go to his phy- 
sician to get the medical certification, he has to go to someone who 
knows nothing about his frailties. 

And we did that, I suppose — I wasn’t here at the time, you were 
not in your job at the time — we did that, I suppose, to prevent 
fraud from occurring in the industry, where folks were just cycling 
through medical certifications, one right after the other. It strikes 
me we have a lot of different tools in our arsenal to prevent that 
fraud. We could pass a statute that says, “If DOT catches you in 
a fraudulent certification, we are going to take away all your Medi- 
care and Medicaid eligibility for the next 20 years.” We could stop 
that together. 

This was our effort at doing that. But I cannot conceive of a sce- 
nario where, being certified by someone who does not know my con- 
ditions and my history, is going to lead to a better result than 
being certified for someone who does know that history. I know you 
are constrained by statute in many ways there, but I would wel- 
come the opportunity to work with you. 

Or, if what you will come back and tell me, after you and your 
team have reviewed it, is that this has a material impact on pas- 
senger safety, road safety, operator safety, I would like to hear that 
determination, as well. But my guess is, in our effort to do better, 
we may actually be creating some results that are less safe, unin- 
tended consequences that perhaps we could work together to re- 
pair. 

Secretary Foxx. I look forward to that, and I look forward to — 
and I appreciate your openness to hearing us out on kind of where 
it comes from, and how it works. 

Also, I think it speaks to the broader set of issues. You all are 
going to have a massive task in front of you in writing a highway 
bill. I would just urge you that, when there are questions or con- 
cerns going — on a forward-going basis, we want to be open to you 
for technical assistance, because sometimes we can catch issues be- 
fore they become issues in law. So 

Mr. Woodall. I appreciate that. I look forward to that partner- 
ship, as well. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back. 

Mr. Shuster. Thank you very much. With that, Mr. Rouzer. 
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Mr. Rouzer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Secretary, great to 
have you here. 

Secretary Foxx. Thank you. 

Mr. Rouzer. I am a fellow North Carolinian, as you know, rep- 
resenting southeastern North Carolina. And on behalf of the rest 
of the North Carolina delegation, we are proud to have you where 
you are. 

Secretary Foxx. Thank you. 

Mr. Rouzer. And I appreciate you coming before the committee. 

In my district I have got 1-95 and 1-40 that cut right through 
the middle of it. And in my home county of Johnston County, if you 
ride through 1-95 and you are asleep, you will be awake after you 
get through. That part of 1-95 is probably one of the worst portions 
of 95 through the State of North Carolina. 

And, of course, one of the things that our local business owners 
and others in the area probably detest more than anything is the 
idea of tolling. And — ^but, obviously, we have a great need, and sig- 
nificant shortfall in the Highway Trust Fund, et cetera. 

One of the things I have always wondered about when I served 
in the State legislature I chaired our Regulatory Reform Com- 
mittee. You know, rules and regulations significantly add to the 
time delay and the cost, et cetera, you know, for our infrastructure 
system. In fact, I would bet just about everything I have ever saved 
in my life on it, that if you had the rules and regulations in place — 
if you had in place what we have today — ^back when we were put- 
ting in the Interstate Highway System, you know, years ago, you 
couldn’t even do it. The rules and regulations are so onerous today 
that we wouldn’t have the Interstate Highway System that we 
have in place. And, obviously, that has been a great benefit to the 
growth of this economy over a number of decades, and really 
helped to make America the economic powerhouse superpower that 
it is. 

So that, you know, as a backdrop, are we doing anything, are we 
looking at all these rules and regulations? Because it just seems to 
me that, you know, that is a huge component of the cost. 

Secretary Foxx. Short answer is yes. This is actually an area 
that I think President Obama is much more focused on than I 
think he is given credit for, because he has really forced all of the 
agencies to do retrospective regulatory reviews to look at the pile 
of regulations that are out there, and to cut away those that are 
unnecessary. 

We were talking about trucks before. One of the ones that we 
have issued that is a paper reduction effort is the DVIR rule in 
trucking, which — you know, before we issued this, if you drove a 
truck you had to inspect the truck before you took a trip, inspect 
it after you took a trip. And on both ends you had to send us paper, 
or file paper that would say that the truck was OK. What we have 
done is we have eliminated that requirement when the truck meets 
standard. That is saving the trucking industry $1.7 billion annu- 
ally. And those types of things are things we are looking to do more 
of 

Now, there are some regulations that we think are necessary to 
protect the environment, let’s say, or something else that is vital. 
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But we are continuing to work towards reducing redtape where we 
can. 

Mr. Rouzer. Well, I just know, from, you know, talking to our 
transportation experts back home, it is just amazing to me how 
long it takes, from beginning to end, you know, to make these im- 
provements, you know, funding notwithstanding. And I just really 
encourage you — clearly, there is a balance. We all want to protect 
the environment, we all care about all of God’s creatures. 

I would also suggest, though, that, you know, in places like 
China and elsewhere, when they want to build a road, they just 
build a road. And those are the folks that we are competing 
against. And so, you know, we have got to have a good balance 
there. 

One other thing that came to mind. I was told this statistic not 
long ago, that if you have a vehicle and you are getting an average 
of 25 miles per gallon, and you travel about 10,000 miles per year, 
you are basically only paying roughly $83 — $81 — $83 or so in Fed- 
eral gas tax. 

Now, outside of tolling, are there some other ideas, in terms of 
financing? Particularly, I am curious about innovative financing 
tools that perhaps other States are doing, where we can help them, 
or anything that we could adopt. 

Secretary Foxx. That is a great question, and it gets us into a 
discussion of the difference between funding and financing. 

When we use public-private partnerships, let’s say, there are lots 
of different tools. Existing tax revenues can be used to support pub- 
lic-private partnerships. Tolling is one example, development-ori- 
ented revenues that bring in additional tax revenues on new devel- 
opment that happened because of transportation assets in place, 
using those revenues to plow and repay the cost of that asset. 
These things are tools that local and State governments have. We 
can do more at the Federal level to help. 

But to your point on redtape, I think that we have got a huge 
opportunity, as we work to reduce redtape and getting projects 
done. I share with you the frustration of projects taking too long. 
I think we can shorten the time. We have, and we can do more. 

Mr. Rouzer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Shuster. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. Appreciate you — it has 
been 3 hours now. We didn’t know it was going to go this long, but 
there was tremendous interest in being here, asking you questions 
today. I think we have almost all — we only have 59 Members. Al- 
most every Member that was here today participated in some way. 
So, again, really appreciate you taking the time and answering the 
questions. 

You and I are going to continue this conversation on Twitter. 
Last time we did a Twitter town hall on WRRDA, and we had 3.5 
million viewers, and 1 million unique visitors. I am not sure if that 
means they are aliens, but I am not a Twitter guy. So I am going 
to stumble and bumble through this, but I look forward to doing 
that with you. Again, thank you so much for being here today. 

And I ask unanimous consent the record of today’s hearing re- 
main open until such time as our witness has brought answers to 
any questions that may be submitted to him in writing, and unani- 
mous consent that the record remain open for 15 days for addi- 
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tional comments and information submitted by Members or the 
witness to be included in today’s record. 

[No response.] 

Mr. Shuster. Without objection, so ordered. And the committee 
is adjourned. 

[M^ereupon, at 12:59 p.m., the committee was adjourned.] 
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Coiigreas wf {lie #latca 

HlaBlfijiitlou, 0C 20313 


Congressman Sam Graves 
Opening Slatejncni 

Committee on Transportation ami Infrastractiire 

“Surface Transportation Reauthorization Bill; Laying the Foundation for U.S. Economic Growth 
and Job Creation Part I” 

February 11,2015 


Mr. Cliainuiin, 

1 apitreciate Chairman Shuster’s leadership on this issue and want to echo his commitment to 
passing a long term highway bill. We hope to accomplish that in a bipartisan way. There are no 
republican roads or democrat roads. In my home state of Missouri we have over 1 3 1 ,000 
highway miles and 24,350 bridges to maintain. Infrastrucluie is an issue whore the 
Administration and Congress can find common ground. 

Secretary Foxx has been vocal in hi.s support for working witli Congress and all stakeliolders to 
accomplisii what we all iiave set out to do. As a former mayor, Secretary Foxx brings a unique, 
on-tite-ground perspective, as he dealt witli some of these issues first-liand in North Carolina. 
One sucli issue is getting tlirough tlie federal bui'eaucracy and red tape involved witli executing a 
project. [ am pleased tlie Transportation and Infrastructure Committee will be pursuing common- 
sense, bipartisan reforms to streamline project delivery. 1 look forward to working with tlie 
Secretary to identify some of tlie ways liis agency can bo helpful in tliat efTort. I believe the 
Secretary agrees fliat tlie federal-state partnership is vital to iiuiintainiiig our robust system. 

In addition, 1 hope this committee takes a liard look at some of tlie proposals for regulatory 
reform. Companies big and small across the transportation coniniimity are being liit with an 
onsiauglit of regulations. 1 liiive lieard First-liand, from tlie people I represent in north Missouri 
and as Cliairman of die 1 louse Small Business Committee, liow small businesses are being 
saddled witli layer iqion layer of iiimeccssary regulations. Wc must find a way to bring sonic 
relief to tlic regulatory process by giving all stakeholders a greater voice. 

At flic end of tile day, a liigliway bill i,s about jobs - whetlier it’s lliose in tlic constniction 
industry, contractors lesurfacing some of the worst roads across our states, small businesses 
lioping to rely on tlie system to conduct tlieir business, or just the vast network needed to move 
commodities cfficieiitiy across tlie country. As Chairman of the Subcommittee on Higiiways and 
Transit, it is my liigiiesl priority to see a liigliway bill signed into law tliis year. 




• y ^ 



57 


statement of the Honorable Corrine Brown 
Reauthorizing Surface Transportation Programs 
February 11, 2015 ^ 
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I want to thank Chairman Shuster and Ranking Member 
DeFazio for holding today’s hearing on funding our 
nation’s Surface Transportation Programs. I believe we 
have the right leadership in place to get a well funded 
long tenn bill. 


Transportation programs are too critical to our economy 
to be delayed in any way or to become a political issue. 
Getting a bill done on time with a real funding source will 
keep workers on the job this summer and fall fixing our 
bridges, operating our transit systems and making our 
highways safer. 

Unfortunately, we’re already behind the 8 Ball in 
preparing for surface reauthorization and have some 
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serious work to do in deciding how we are going to fund 
the future of transportation in this country. 

Developing a bill based on strong policy is always the 
best way to write legislation, but the most critical part of 
developing this next reauthorization bill is clearly finding 
a way to pay for it. Without that everything else is just 
talk. 

I strongly recommend that we hold a joint hearing with 
the Ways & Means Committee to discuss and hear 
testimony on dedicated funding sources. 

As we prepare for reauthorization of MAP-21 we need to 
get serious about funding our nation’s transportation 
system. We can’t continue to provide grossly inadequate 
funding for our nation’s infrastructure. We’re failing to 
keep pace with our international competitors who are 
investing heavily in infrastructure, particularly rail 
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infrastmcture to move people, goods, and services in their 
countries. I agree we need to squeeze out every bit of 
efficiency we can through improved technology and 
innovation, but we are kidding ourselves if we don't think 
it will take a significant investment in our nation’s 
infrastructure to truly solve the congestion problems we 
are facing. 

I also believe we need a rail and freight title to address 
long standing issues like Positive Train Control, Grade 
Crossing safety, and ever increasing passenger and freight 
movements throughout the country. 

The Transportation and Infrastructure Committee needs to 
take the bull by the horns and decide how we are going to 
fund all forms of transportation for the friture. 

Our committee needs to have all possible options on the 
table to address our current shortfalls. The American 
Society of Civil Engineers has given our nation 
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infrastructure a D grade. That is unacceptable for the 
greatest county in the world. 

Transportation and Infrastructure funding is absolutely 
critical to the nation, and, if properly funded, serves as a 
tremendous economic and job creator. In fact, 
Department of Transportation (DOT) statistics show that 
for every $ 1 billion invested in transportation 
infrastructure, 44,000 jobs are created, as is $6.2 billion in 
economic activity. 

So, as the Transportation & Infrastructure committee 
prepares the next transportation reauthorization bill, I 
hope wc can develop a long term bill with dedicated 
funding source for all modes of transportation so we can 
improve our nation’s infrastructure, create jobs and 
improve the economy, and provide new and innovative 
transportation options for the traveling public. 
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I want to welcome Secretaty Foxx and I look forward to 
their testimony. 
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STATEMENT OF 
ANTJIONY R. FOXX 
SECRETARY 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

BEFORE THE 

COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION & INFRASTRUCTURE 
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


HEARING ON 


Surface Transportation Reauthorization Bill: Laying the Foundation for U.S. Economic 
Growth and Job Creation Part I 

February 1 1, 2015 

Chairman Shuster. Ranking Member DeFazio, and Members of the Committee, thank you for the 
opportunity to appear before you to talk about the importance of reauthorizing the Nation’s 
surface transportation programs and their importance to our economy and job creation. This is a 
critical issue for our Nation, and it is critically important that we work together to enact a long- 
term, robu.st bill that makes much-needed reforms to our Federal surface transportation 
programs. 


Last year. I traveled across the country - to engage with local officials, business leaders, and 
everyday people about the state of our transportation system. In the Spring last year, I spent a 
week traveling by bus from Ohio to Texas stopping in cities and one-stoplight towns along the 
way. What we saw on all of these trips - and what we heard from people around the country and 
in State Departments of Transportation - demonstrated to me that people outside the Beltway 
desperately want us to find a way to work together in Washington and fix the serious 
transportation problems we have in America. 

Transportation is a critical engine of the Nation's economy. Investments in our tranisportation 
network over the country’s history have been instrumental in developing our Nation into the 
world's largest economy and most mobile society. Over time, however, our level of investment 
as a percentage of the gross domestic product has dropped significantly, as it fails to keep pace 
with our growing economy and population. The costs of inadequate infrastructure investment are 
exhibited all around us. Americans spend 5.5 billion hours in traffic each year, costing families 
more than $120 billion in extra fuel and lost time. American businesses pay $27 billion a year in 
extra freight transportation costs, increasing shipping delays and raising prices on everyday 
products. ALso, 65 percent of our Nation's roads are in less than good condition; one in four 
bridges require significant repair or can't handle current traffic demands and 45 percent of 
Americans lack access to basic transit services. Underinvestment impacts safety too. There were 
over 32.000 highway traffic fatalities in 2013, and roadway conditions are a significant factor in 
approximately one-third of them. Such fatalities occur disproportionately in rural America, in 
part because of inadequate road conditions. For a Nation that is expected to have 70 million more 
citizens by 2050 and an increase in the volume of freight traveling on our highways, railroads. 
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waterways and aviation systems, the current investments we put into our transportation system 
will not be sufficient to address these competing but urgent needs. 

Worse still, in recent years, the surface transportation enterprise - and the millions ofjobs that 
come with it - has been thrown into a continuing period of uncertainty due to the numerous 
short-term spending “patches" that w'e use to fund our Federal transportation programs. The 
inability to pass long term surface transportation funding bill creates uncertainty for local project 
sponsors and inhibits their ability to plan effectively. Since 2009, our surface transportation 
programs have been operating under short tenn extensions 1 1 times, including a two day lapse in 
March 2010. In addition there have been 21 continuing resolutions, forcing programs to operate 
under a CR for 39 of the last 72 months, not to mention a 2 'A week stretch where the 
government was shutdown. Governors, mayors, city and county councils, and tribal leaders can’t 
plan because they don’t know whether the Federal program and payments will be suspended - 
again - in just a few' weeks’ time. 

Increasingly, we are seeing State and local officials abandon planning on the more ambitious and 
expensive projects that will move our economy forward, instead, these officials are targeting 
available dollars on smaller preventative maintenance and repaving projects that while important 
for maintaining infrastructure availability in the near term, cannot address the longer term needs 
for additional investment in transportation infrastructure capacity and quality. State and local 
officials are rightly concerned about whether Congress will allow spending authority from the 
Highway Trust Fund to expire four months from now - precisely when the construction season 
should be heading into full swing. Just recently, the Commissioner of Tennessee’s DOT 
announced he was delaying $400 million in highway projects because of the funding uncertainty 
in Washington, saying “this piecemeal funding of projects and programs is having a significant 
impact on how and when State DOTs and municipal planning organizations deliver much needed 
investment in our transportation networks.” This is similar to the Director of the Arkansas State 
Highway and Transportation Department deciding to delay $100 million in highway construction 
projects because of uncertainty over the Highway Trust Fund. We may not see it directly, but 
failure to act on a long-term bill is actually making investments in critical infrastructure more 
expensive -and more difficult, for all of our State DOTs. 

Inadequate and inconsistent funding is not our only problem. The Federal programs that govern 
how we deliver projects must be modernized. Too often, projects undergo unnecessarily lengthy 
reviews, and we need to be able to make the types of reforms that will expedite high priority 
projects and identify best practices to guide future efforts without undermining bedrock 
environmental and labor laws or public engagement. We also need to reward States and local 
communities that coordinate their decision making with their neighbors and prioritize funding for 
freight projects that will benefit the Nation’s economy. 

For these reasons, I hope that the Administration, this Committee, and the many other 
Committees in Congress who must be heard from, will agree that we must bring this period of 
short-term patches to a close. We must give the American people and the American economy a 
vveli-tunded, multi-year authorization bill with new programs and reforms that are focused on the 
Nation’s future needs. 
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Last year, the Administration submitted to Congress the Generating Renewal. Opportunity, and 
Work with Accelerated Mobility, Efficiency, and Rebuilding of Infrastructure and Communities 
throughout America - or GROW AMERICA - Act. This proposal was a comprehensive four- 
year, $302 billion reaiithorization proposal which called for substantial funding increases as well 
as dozens of critical policy reforms. What America received instead was yet another short-term 
extension, with status-quo policies and flat funding. The President’s 2016 Budget proposes a 6- 
year, $478 billion multimodal proposal that includes essential program improvements so we can 
improve safety, support critical infrastructure projects, and create jobs while improving 
America’s roads, bridges, transit systems and railways in our cities, fast-growing metropolitan 
areas, small towns and rural communities across the country. 

Our proposal is fully paid for through an important element of the President's plan tor a reformed 
business tax system that will encourage firms to create U.S. jobs instead of shifting jobs and 
profits overseas. Specifically, the Administration’s proposal would impose a one-time 14 percent 
transition tax on the untaxed foreign earnings that U.S. companies have accumulated overseas. 
Unlike a voluntary repatriation holiday, which the President opposes and which would lose 
revenue, this transition tax would mean that companies have to pay U.S. tax right now on the $2 
trillion they already have overseas, rather than being able to delay paying any U.S. tax 
indefinitely. And it would be coupled with refomis to eliminate the incentive to shift profits and 
jobs to tax havens in the future. Revenue from the transition tax - along with projected fuel tax 
receipts- will fully pay for the GROW AMERICA Act. 

Our six-year proposal will provide the funding growth and long-term certainty so desperately 
needed by our States and local communities so they can make real progress on addressing our 
infrastructure deficit. The GROW AMERICA Act will also build ladders of opportunity to help 
Americans get to the middle class by providing transportation options that are more affordable 
and reliable and by improving their quality of life through greater access to education and new 
job opportunities. Most importantly, the GROW AMERICA Act will put into place a program 
structure and funding stream focused on the transportation needs of the future. 

As part of our effort to focus on the future of transportation, just last week, I released the 
Department’s 30-year vision for the future of transportation in America - entitled "Beyond 
Traffic." It is intended to start a meaningful national dialogue on the choices we must make as a 
nation if we are to avoid a painfully congested future where our transportation system serves as a 
crippling drag on our economy rather than a cataly.st for growth. I w'ould encourage all 
Committee members to review the document and participate in this dialogue. One thing our 
report makes clear is that technology will have to play an es.sential role in helping us get 
maximum capacity out our existing Infrastructure as well as all the new roadways and railways 
we are going to need to build to accommodate the 70 million additional citizens that will join our 
nation by 2050. 

The GROW AMERICA Act aims to tackle this challenge head on by modernizing the U.S. 
Transportation system through technology and process innovation. The bill also advances my 
key priorities of protecting the safety ofthe traveling public while closing the nation’s 
infrastructure deficit. 
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Protecting the safety of the traveling public: In 2013, vehicle crashes killed approximately 
32,000 Americans and injured more than 2.3 million, making motor vehicle crashes one of the 
leading causes of death in the U.S. Every life is precious, and one life lost on our roads is one 
too many. The GROW AMERICA Act addresses safety vulnerabilities on our transportation 
network, both through increased investment in safety programs, and through policy changes that 
strengthen oversight and increase accountability. It includes: 

• Harsher penalties for manufacturers that refuse to address defective and dangerous 
vehicles and equipment that endanger the public. 

• Authority to require manufacturers to cease retail sale and/or require repair of vehicles or 
equipment that pose an imminent hazard to the safety of the motoring public. 

• Authority to require rental car companies and used car dealers to participate in recalls of 
defective and unsafe vehicles. 

• Streamlining federal truck- and bus-safety grant programs to provide States with greater 
flexibility to address regional and evolving truck- and bus-safety issues. 

• Increased funding to the Highway Safety Improvement Program to help engineers 
identify hazards and prevent the next crash and help implement lasting safety 
improvements. 

• Authority to make greater progress on eliminating drunk and distracted driving and other 
key safety concerns by giving States additional funding and flexibility, 

• New programs and funding dedicated to implementing positive train control on 
commuter and intercity passenger rail routes, improving highway-rail grade crossing 
safety, and mitigating the adverse impacts of rail operations in local communities. 


Closing the nation 's infrastructure deficit: The GROW AMERICA Act proposes important 
policy improvements and makes critical investments to close this nation’s infrastructure deficit, 
including: 

• Strengthening policies and providing $317 billion to invest in our Nation 's highway system: 
The proposal will increase the amount of highway funds by an average of nearly 29 percent 
above FY2015, emphasizing "Fi.x-it-Firsf' policies and reforms that prioritize investments 
for much needed repairs and improvements to the safety of our roads and transit services, 
with particular attention to inve.stments in rural and tribal areas. 

• A dedicated p-ant program for projects that benefit the Nation 's commerce: The U.S. 
transportation system moves more than 52 million tons of freight worth nearly $46 billion 
each day, or almost 40 tons of freight per person per year, and freight tonnage is expected to 
increase 62 percent by 2040. The GROW AMERICA Act includes $18 billion over 6 years 
for a new multi-modal freight program that will relieve specific bottlenecks in the system. 
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strengthen America’s exports and trade, and give freight stakeholders a meaningful seat at 
the table in selecting funded projects. The new initiative encourages better coordination of 
planning among the Federal government. States, ports, and local communities to improve 
decision-making. 

• Strengthening policies and providing nearly SI 15 billion for transit systems to expand 
transportation options: The proposal increases average transit spending by nearly 76 percent 
above FY 20 1 5 enacted levels, which will enable the expansion of new projects that improve 
connectivity, such as light rail, streetcars, and bus rapid transit, in suburbs, fast-growing 
cities, small towns, and rural communities, while still maintaining exi,sting transit systems. 
These transit investments will play a critical role in supporting communities around the 
country - for example, providing transportation options in rural communities that have 
growing numbers of seniors. 

• Strengthening policies and providing nearly $29 billion for the Nation 's intercity passenger 
and freight rail network: Highways, transit, aviation, inland waterways, ports and harbors all 
have dedicated trust funds. Rail does not have a dedicated source of federal revenue. The 
GROW AMERICA Act will provide predictable, dedicated funding for rail, which will 
provide States, localities, and railroads with the certainty they need to effectively plan and 
implement their projects - primarily to improve and expand passenger rail service. This 
funding will allow our Nation to better address the growing backlog of state of good repair 
needs on our rail system and deliver the improvements required to accommodate growing 
passenger and freight rail demand. 

• Expanding and strengthening of DOT credit programs to spur innovative financing and 
increase overall infrastructure investment: The GROW AMERICA Act expands financing 
options under the Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA), which 
leverages federal dollars by facilitating private participation in transportation projects and 
encouraging innovative financing mechanisms that help advance projects more quickly. The 
Act will provide S6 billion over 6 years, which could result in $60 billion of direct loans. In 
addition, the Act increa.ses the accessibility of the Railroad Rehabilitation and Improvement 
Financing Program by reducing the cost of obtaining a loan for short line railroads and 
increases the availability of Private Activity Bonds by raising the existing $15 billion cap to 
$19 billion. 

• Strengthening domestic manufacturing: The GROW AMERICA Act will strengthen existing 
■’Buy America" requirements to ensure that taxpayer investments for public transportation 
translate into American jobs and opportunities for innovation. The Act allows for an orderly 
phase in by transit suppliers by raising the current sixty percent threshold to 100 percent over 
multiple years to bring the "Buy America" requirements for transit in line with the 
requirements in other modes. 

• Expanding access to markets and strengthening rural communities: America’s rural 
communities are the critical linkage in the nation’s multimodal transportation network. From 
manufacturing to farming, freight logistics to energy production and more, rural America is 
home to many of the nation’s most critical infrastructure assets including 444,000 bridges. 
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2.98 million miles of roadways, 30,500 miles of interstate highways. Specifically, the 
GROW AMERICA Act will encourage safety on high-risk rural corridors, provide workforce 
development in rural areas, make badly needed freight investments, increase deployment of 
broadband use in rural areas, and improve the Federal Lands Transportation Program to 
achieve a strategic, high-use transportation system on roads that directly access federal lands. 

Modernizing the U.S. Transportation System through technology and process innovation: 
Technological changes and innovation have the potential to transform vehicles and 
infrastructure, logistics, and delivery of transportation services to promote efficiency and safety. 
Likewise, process innovation has the potential to improve the way that the government operates 
in the service of the American people. To that end, the GROW AMERICA Act is focused on: 

• Encouraging innovative solutions through competition: The Act more than doubles the size 
of the highly successfully Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery 
(TIGER) competitive grant program and cements it in authorizing statute, which will 
encourage States and localities to bring more innovative, cross-modal proposals to the table 
and give the Department more resources to see that the most meritorious projects ultimately 
are constructed. In addition, the Act would dedicate $6 billion over 6 years to establishing the 
Fixing and Accelerating Surface Transportation (FAST) program, designed to create 
incentives for State and local partners to adopt critical reforms in a variety of areas, including 
safety and peak traffic demand management. Federally inspired safety reforms, such as seat 
belt and drunk-driving laws, have saved thousands of American lives and avoided billions in 
property losses. 

• Improving project delivery and the Federal permitting process: The GROW AMERICA Act 
will help projects break ground faster by expanding on successful Administration efforts to 
modernize the permitting process while protecting communities and the environment. The 
Act will institutionalize capacity within DOT to improve interagency coordination and 
implement best practices, such as advancing concurrent, rather than .sequential, project 
review, and using the online permitting dashboard to improve transparency and coordination 
and track project schedules. The Act will also increase flexibility for recipients to use 
Federal transportation funds to support environmental reviews, and help to integrate 
overlapping requirements and eliminate unneces,sary duplication. 

• Encouraging regional coordination and local decision making to improve outcomes. The Act 
includes policy reforms to incentivize improved regional coordination by Metropolitan 
Planning Organizations, which are local communities’ main voice in transportation planning. 
The GROW AMERICA Act also strengthens local decision making in allocating Federal 
funding so that local communities can better realize their vision for improved mobility. 

The President is committed to ensuring that critical transportation investments are fi.scally 
sustainable. Because rebuilding our transportation infrastructure is an urgent need, the GROW 
AMERICA Act uses Highway Trust Fund revenues anticipated under current law in combination 
with revenues generated from pro-growth, business tax reform to fully offset the cost of the 
GROW AMERICA Act. 


Thank you and I look forward to your questions. 
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Hearing on 

"Surface Transportation Reauthorization Bill: 

Laying the Foundation for U.S. Economic Growth and Job Creation Part I" 
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure 
Wednesday, Februaiy 11,2015, 10:00 a,m. 

2167 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 

Questions for the Record (QFR) 


Submitted on behalf of Chairman Bill Shuster : 

1. U.S. Department of Transportation (U.S. DOT) missed the October 2013 deadline in MAF~21 to 
issue a final rule requiring the use of electronic logging devices (ELDs) by commercial motor vehicle 
operators. H.R. 83, the "Consolidated and Further Continuing Appropriations Act, 2015," includes a 
June 2015 deadline for the final rule. However, U.S. DOT now projects missing that deadline and 
publishing the rule by September of this year. Can you confirm that your Department will meet this 
projeetion? Do you perceive any obstacles to issuing a final rule, or to mandating use of El J)s? 

Response : DOT is working hard lo answer this statutory mandate and we believe that we can complete 
our remaining work in a timeframe that M>ould allow us to issue the final rule in September. 

The rule is a major technological advancement for sa.fety. By leveraging innovative technology with 
ELDs. we have the opportunity to save lives and boost efficiency for both motor carriers and safety 
inspectors. The rule would increase compliance with the hours-of-service rule (HOS) and decrease the 
risk offaligiie-relatcd crashes. The proposed rulemaking will also significantly reduce the paperwork 
burden associated with hours-of-service recordkeeping for interstate truck and bus drivers. 

The Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration (FMCSA) published a supplemental notice of 
proposed rulemaking (SNPRM) in the Federal Register on March 28, 2014, followed by a 60-day 
comment period which was extended on May 16 for an additional 30 days. We received more than 
1. 750 comments, including the AnnaLeah and Mary Stand Up for Truck Safety petition signed by more 
than 1 1.000 individuals. Given the scope of this rulemaking and the related .studies the Agency 
undertook, we were not able to meet the statutory timeframes. However, we will continue to work hard 
towards the. September 2015 publication of a final rule and the Agency has already .starting planning for 
the rule 's implementation. 

2. U.S. DOT has begun work on meeting the H R. 83 mandate to study the operational, safety, health 
and fatigue impacts of the tmek driver hours of service restart restrictions. Are you aware that the 
safety benefits of the U.S. DOT's December 201 1 changes to the hours of service rules came nowhere 
near to offsetting the rule's costs- and that only by contending the rules would somehow improve 
driver health was U.S. DOT able to get the changes to meet cost/benefit tests? How^ will this study 
measure the health benefits the December 20! 1 rule claimed would result from the hours of service 
changes and offset the economic impacts? 
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Response : The cost-benefit analysis conducted in regards to the 2011 changes in the Hours of Service 
provisions included safety and driver health benefits, including driver longevity. The Commercial 
Motor Vehicle Driver Restart Study is not designed to measure driver longevity and could not do so in 
the 5-month data collection period mandated by Sec. 133. However, the study will collect health related 
information from participating drivers. 

3. The FMCSA's Compliance. Safety, Accountability program does not distinguish those crashes a 
trucking company caused from those it did not. I am aware of your recent study on the limitations of 
using police accident reports to make such fault determinations. However, there are many crashes 
where fault is plainly obvious, such as the recent instance when a bridge in Cincinnati collapsed and 
landed on a truck. Is your department really unable to determine that the truck didn't cause the bridge 
to fall on it? How does attributing this crash to the trucking company better U.S. DOT’s ability to 
distinguish fleets that are involved in such incidents from those that cause crashes? 

Response : While preveniahility may he more easily determined in .some cases, such as the .scenario 
cited above, this cra.sh is one of over 100,000 crashes that meet the FMCSA 's reporting criteria (i.e.. a 
crash involving (I) a fatality, (2) an injury requiring medical treatment away from the scene of the 
crash, or (3) disabling damage to a motor vehicle). In addition, this cra.sh on its own will not impact the 
carrier in any way, as FMCSA focuses its efforts on those carriers with patterns of crashes. Research 
conducted by FMCSA, as well as independent organizations, has demonstrated that crash involvement, 
regardless of role in the crash, is a strong indicator of future crash risk. 

It ’5 also extremely important to note, that while the Agency uses all crashes to identify carriers for the 
purpose of prioritizing its limited resources, only preventable crashes are used in determining a motor 
carrier 's safety fitness determination. Therefore, in the scenario described above, such a crash would 
not impact a motor carrier ’s safety rating. 

In an effort to he responsive to these issues, (he FMCSA recently published a Federal Register notice 
that included research conducted by the Agency on issues relating to fault determinations. The purpose 
is to gather additional insight from industry and other stakeholders on how to address these complicated 
issues in a fair and uniform manner with the Agency s constraints. The Agency is reviewing comments 
.submitted in response to its Federal Register notice. 

4. Section 32402 of MAP-2 1 requires U.S. DOT to establish a clearinghouse that would serve as a 
repository for positive drug test results, refusals to lest, and violations of the drug use prohibitions. 
However, U.S. DOT'S proposed rule to create a clearinghouse does not call for the system to capture 
all violations and would exclude some - including instances of employee admissions of drug use and 
employer observations of such misuse. Are you concerned that failing to accept these records from 
past employers will lessen the effectiveness of the database? 1 understand a prospective employer can 
potentially learn of such violations by contacting an applicant’s past employer, but how does U.S. 
DOT propo.se dealing with such violations if the applicant lies about their work history or if the past 
employer can't respond because it is no longer in business? 
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Response The FMCSA published a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking and is carefully revmving all the 
public comments submitted in response to the proposal. The Agency is aware of the industry 's interest 
in capturing all violations, employee admissions and employer observation and the Agency may 
consider these issues as part of the final rule. The accuracy of the information that populates the 
clearinghouse is of the utmost concern to DOT, and we received comment on the proposed rule 
regarding the very issues that you raise. IVe are currently evaluating options to ensure the inclusion of 
the most relevant safety data available while ensuring that quality of that data. 

CDL drivers who use drugs or alcohol while operating a CMV pose a significant risk to public scifety. 
Under the current drug and alcohol screening program, employers do not have the tools to identify CDL 
holders who have received positive drug or alcohol test results, have refused a drug or alcohol test, or 
have otherwise violated the drug and alcohol testing requirements and thus, are not qualified to operate 
a CMV. Employers must rely on information provided by the driver or a previous employer, who might 
not disclose prior positive drug or alcohol test results, or refusals to test. As a result, such drivers 
continue to operate CMVs after violating the drug and alcohol regulations without completing the 
required return-to-diity process. 

This rule would require employers and service agents to report information about current and 
prospective, employees ' drug and alcohol test results to a repository, the Drug and Alcohol 
Clearinghouse. It would also require employers and certain service agents to search the database for 
current and prospective employees 'positive drug and alcohol test results, and refusals to test, as a 
condition of permitting those employees to perform safety-sensitive functions. This would provide 
EMCSA and employers the necessary tools to identify drivers who are prohibited from operating a CMV 
based on DOT drug and alcohol program violations and ensure that such drivers receive the required 
evaluation and treatment before performing safety-sensitive functions. This would also remove the 
current fraud that may exist if a prospective employee or previous employer does not provide, 
information to a prospective employer. 

A number of commenters to the Drug and Alcohol Clearinghou.se notice of proposed rulemaking 
recommended that EMCSA require employers to report all violations based on actual knowledge. Thev 
stated that limited reporting would leave the Clearinghouse incomplete and would be inconsistent with 
Congress s mandate in MAP-21 that all violations of the Agency drug and alcohol program be reported 
to the Clearinghouse. As a result, the Agency will reconsider this issue as it develops the final rule. 

Submitted on behalf of Chairman Sam Graves : 

i . I'his is the fifth year that the Administration has proposed a multi-million dollar user fee to be paid 
by applicants for hazardous materials special permits and approvals as part ofthe President’s budget 
request. Authorization for such a fee is included in the version ofthe Administration's GROW 
AMlvRlCA Act proposal submitted last year, and we have been told to expect the same proposal in 
the revised GROW AMERICA Act submission this year. Congress has consistently rejected these 
proposals for many reasons. What justifies the imposition of these fees on this universe ofapplicants? 
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Response : The Administration has proposed assessing fees from special permit and approvals 
applicants to offset the costs of administering, processing, and enforcing hazardous materials special 
permits and approvals. Each request for a special permit initiates a resource-intensive process within 
PHMSA. required by the Hazardous Material Regulations (HMR), to achieve a safety level that is at 
least equal to the safety level required under Federal hazmat law or is consistent with the public interest 
if a required safety level does not exist. Each application and permit to be judiciously processed, 
administered, and enforced. Each PHMSA-issiied approval or special permit is a written consent from a 
competent or designated authority. The fee proposed would cover the direct and indirect costs of 
PHMSA providing the necessary safety measures to the applicant and in turn reduce the burden on the 
taxpayers. 

User fees are used in other Federal Agencies such as the Food and Drug Administration, the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission and the Patent and Trademark Office to offset the cost of evaluating 
applications without passing the burden on to the US taxpayer. 

2. The fee proposal is even more concerning in view of the processing delays that put U.S. 
businesses at a competitive disadvantage to others in the global economy. As a result of an audit of 
this Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA) program in 2009 that 
uncovered evidence of missing paperwork, the agency instituted a complex multi-tier 120-day 
application processing protocol despite a safety record that includes no deaths or serious injuries from 
hazmat moved under these regulatory approvals. Other industrialized nations process these types of 
applications between two and four weeks. What is PHMSA doing to streamline and to reduce the 
processing times for these applications to align them with other industrialized nations? 

Response : In response to the audit. PHMSA modernized its Special Permits and Approvals program in 
2010. The program enhanced the process by increasing the level of oversight and the overall level of 
safety of the special permits issued. 

The major changes to the program are described below: 

• Eliminated special permits issued to indiLstry associations 

o Increa.sed the number of individual companies holding status to special permits 

• Enhanced review of application complefene.ss to ensure (he application is in full compliance with 
the regulations before qyroce.ssing 

o Enhanced documentation requirements were added to (he regulations 
o Completion of the "Application Completeness "forms ensures all requirements are met 

• Full fitness review for aU applicants 

o //// applications are reviewed for fitness 

o Initial implementation required manual review of PHMSA and FMCSA data 
0 Results were recorded on formalized evaluation documents 

o 7 he process outlined when to review by modes ensuring the applicant met the required 
fitness 
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• Enhanced modal coordinal ion for certain special permits 

o Formalization of review and concurrence processes with the modes 
o Required additional documentation of the modal review process 
o Informal coordination was no longer acceptable 

• Enhanced review of old safety equivalency documentation for renewals and modifications 

o Review the old documentation to ensure safety equivalencies are present prior to re- 
issuing special permits 

While these additions to the program improved the safety of issued special permits and approvals, they 
also added an administrative burden to processing applications for special permits that did not exist 
previously. Since that time. PHMSA has been actively working to expedite the process to make the 
receipt, review, safety evaluation, and disposition (approval/denial) of an application a more efficient 
process. These modernizing efforts have focused in several areas: 

• Eliminating special permits with longstanding safety histories. As required by MAP-21. PHMSA 
has proposed (80 FR 5339: January 30. 2015) to amend the Hazardous Materials Regulations to 
adopt provisions contained in certain widely-used or long-standing special permits that have an 
established safety record. The proposed revisions are intended to provide wider acce.ss to the 
regulatory flexibility offered in special permits and eliminate the need for numerous renewal 
requests, thus reducing paperwork burdens and facilitating commerce while maintaining an 
appropriate level of safety. Automating a majority of the fitness review process 

• Providing guidance on the application process (Federal Register notices, brochures, etc.) 

• Working with industry to improve standards incorporated by reference (e.g. APA. COA) 

• Reducing layers of review for specific application types (Foreign Military Sales, Jet Perforating 
Guns. etc.). Working closely with third party agencies to improve consistency in action and 
application 

• Introducing alternative review mechanisms, such as the Firework Certification Agencies 

• Continuously improving IT systems in order to simplify existing applications and development of 
new on-line applications all to reduce processing time 

• Automating specific application types, such as manufacturing and vendor identification numbers, 
to increase efficiency by redirecting processors 

• When possible, utilize parallel review tracks between modal/fitness/technical officers 


W e have an internal processing goal of 120 days for all actions. However, there are times where 
emerging priorities (ex: Crude-oil-by-rail. Ebola) share PHMSA 's technical review with processing 
approvals and permits. The graph below shows our average processing times as of March 16. 2015. 

As can he seen in the graphs below when urgent high priority actions such as the safe transportation of 
hazardous materials by rail and transportation of Ebola contaminated waste divert the expertise of our 
technical staff the lime required for processing applications increases. 
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Approval types 

Competent Authority Approvals are approvals that generally provide relief from provisions of 
international standards or regulations such as the International Civil Aviation Organization Technical 
Instructions for the Safe Transport of Dangerous Goods or the International Maritime Dangerous 
Goods Code. 

Cylinder RequaUfiers (Visual) are approvals which are granted to enable fillers of cylinders to conduct 
a visual requalification of a cylinder. Most commonly used at locations for refilling propane cylinders 
for non-commercial use. 

Explosive Approvals are classification type approvals i.'i.med to provide the classification for neM> 
explosive types. 

/' irework Approvals are classification type approvals issued to provide the classification for new 
fireworks types. 

Firework Certification Agency Approvals are approvals issued to entities who will provide certification 
of L4G consumer fireworks. 

Manufacturer Symbol Approvals are given to provide an entity with a symbol (M-Number) which can be 
used to identify a company instead of using their name and address. 

Requalifier Approvals are issued to companies to authorized requalifwation testing of DOT 
Specification and UN Standard cylinders. 
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Special Permit types 

General Correspondence is a type of pei'mit application that is used to address administrative or non- 
safety related changes to a special permit. 

Modifications are applications to make changes to a previously issued special permit. 

NeM> are applications for a new .special permit 

Party to An Existing Permit is an authorization for an company to use a special permit that is written to 
allow multiple holders of the permit. 

Renewal is renewing a special permit or authorization for party to an existing special permit. 

3. Some believe the current sub-allocation process doesn't provide adequate ability for local 
governments under 200,000 to gain access to the Surface Transportation Program (STP) funds. In 
many instances, the money reserved to be spent in their regions is spent on projects that are a priority 
for the state department of transportation rather than for the local government. What should be done 
to help areas under 200,000 gain more access to STP funds in order to support their priorities? 

Response : MAP-21 provides an opportunity for areas under 200.000 to gain access to STP funds by 
requiring that States cooperate with local officials with responsibility for transportation as part of the 
statewide and nonmetropolitan transportation planning processes or, if applicable, regional 
transportation planning organizations (RTPOs). This includes cooperation with local officials or 
RTPOs during a State 's development of the long-range statewide transportation plan and during 
development of the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP). Different States handle the 
suballocated STP funds differently, and there is no one model that fits all situations. Some States 
provide the suballocated funds to the local governments through an allocation formula or on a needs 
basis. Some States retain the funds and spend them in the required areas. In all cases, the State has to 
develop (he STIP in cooperation with local officials or. if applicable, through RTPOs. Local officials 
would have input on the content of the STIP through that cooperative process the Slate undertakes when 
developing the STIP. 

Under MAP-21. States have the option to establish and designate RTPOs to conduct regional 
transportation planning in nonmefropoHlan areas. RTPOs are multijurisdictional organizations in 
nonmetropolitan regions composed of nonmetropolitan local officials or their designees and 
representatives of local transportation sysiem.x RTPOs’ responsihilUie.s include developing a regional 
long-range multimodal transportation plan in cooperation with the Stale and developing a regional 
transportation improvement program (RTIP) for consideration by the State. EsUiblidmient of such an 
entity would give nonmetropolitan local elected officials more direct input inlo the development of 
priorities for the long-range plan and the RTIP. 

4. A provision was included in last year's Senate Environment & Public Works Committee's 
reauthorization bill (S. 2322) that would permit certain exemptions for rural road and bridge federal 
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design standards {see Section 1 109). First, are there certain federal design standards that are too 
onerous for project owners, regardless of size, that could be eased in order to both save money and 
streamline the project delivery while still ensuring the safety of the traveling public? In what w^ays 
has the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) support for the National Association of City 
Transportation Officials’ design standard flexibility supported streamlining? Further, has FHWA 
found that certain design standards such as !evel-of-service standards push state departments of 
transportation to overbuild projects? 

Response : FHWA works with State Departments of Transportation (State DOTs) through the American 
Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) to establish design standards for 
highways on the National Highway System (NHS). As such. FHWA adopted AASHTO 's A Policy on 
Geometric Design of Highways and Streets and A Policy on Design Standards Interstate System as the 
standards for NHS highways, regardless of funding. Exceptions to the minimum criteria set forth in 
these standards are permitted, providing the flexibility needed to address such issues as project cost, 
constructability, and environmental constraints. State DOTs may develop their own design standards 
for other Federal-aid projects (not on the NHS) in accordance with State laws, regulations, and 
directives. 


To further support the flexibility inherent in the design of projects on the NHS. FHWA encourages 
agencies to move toward a Performance-Based Practical Design (PBPD) approach grounded in a 
performance management framework. PBPD is an approach to design decision-making that: helps the 
design community to better manage transportation investments, system-level needs, and performance 
priorities with limited resources: encourages the use of available tools to analyze data to make informed 
design decisions: and emphasizes the utilization of existing design flexibilities. 

FHWA continues to support flexibility in highway de.sign, not only by supporting the use of various 
design guidance such as that published by NACTO. hut by supporting the development of context 
.semitive solutions and the use of the PBPD approach described above. Such .support makes the project 
development process more effective and more productive by giving planners, engineers, and other 
professionals the tools they need to address project-specific needs and goals in a way that receives 
public support. 

FHW A 's Every Day Counts initiative includes reaching out to States and highway design practitioners 
to present context-sensitive design concepts and increase acceptance within the engineering community, 
which will streamline the project design process. Other DOT modal administrations are participating in 
walking and bicycling assessments in each State that will assist with capacity-building and awareness so 
that PHWA and Stale staff will better imder.sfand how to accommodate all roadway users, and (o 
consider where design flexibility is appropriate, improving the project design process. 

Strict adherence to maximum valiie.s allowed by de.sign standards may result in highway projects that 
are overbuilt- FHWA supports and assists State DOTs in developing projects that are based on the 
context in which (hey exist. Such initiatives as Context Sensitive Solutions and PBPD give higlmay 
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designers the flexihilUy and tools to make project design decisions that take into account the project 
context, user needs, and budgetary constraints. 

5. In your testimony before the Committee, on the importance of reauthorizing the Nation's surface 
transportation programs, you stated that the GROW AMERICA Act must be passed in order to 
provide U.S. DOT with the authority to either stop automotive manufacturers from selling vehicles 
that have been recalled or require that such vehicles repaired prior to sale. Every day 500,000 
original equipment manufactured (OEM) parts are sold and reutilized to repair vehicles in the United 
States after being harvested from total loss or end-of-Iife vehicles. The capability to track OEM 
automotive parts throughout their life-cycle is essentia! in identifying and remedying faulty automotive 
parts that are at the root of the historic number of motor vehicle recalls and to protecting the safety of 
the traveling public. Do you also support requiring the automotive manufacturers to provide essential 
parts numbers to professional automotive recyclers in order to ensure the proper identification and 
tracking of automotive parts throughout their life-cycle? 

Response : I support requiring automotive manufacturers to provide parts numbers related to recalls to 
professional automotive recyclers to ensure the proper identification of such parts. Vehicle safety 
recalls o ften involve replacing defective parts, and defective parts that are reused as replacement parts 
on other vehicles could present a safety hazard. The automotive manufacturers should provide this 
information in an efficient and easy-to-use format directly to recyclers and others who need the 
information. This approach would not require the government to be the go-between or require the 
creation and expense of a new government program to collect and distribute the information. 

6. What is the status of U.S. DOT'S National Freight Strategic Plan and how does it address the 
current highway congestion problems faced by trucking tlcets in major freight corridors? 

Response: A draft oj the U.S. DOT's National Freight Strategic Plan (NFSP) is being circulated 
among the Department 's operating administrations for editorial and technical corrections. We plan to 
circulate the draft Plan soon and U.S. DOT will revise the plan in response to public comments and 
issue it in final draft by September 30, 2015. 

The NFSP will address a broad range of issues pertaining to trucking and other freight transportation 
modes. With regard to trucking, it will discuss highway freight bottlenecks on corridors and congestion 
at gateway ports cities, first mile/last mile roads, and border cro.ssings. Additionally, it will describe the 
impacts of changing transportation technologies, barriers to expeditious planning and delivery of 
freight transportation projects, maintaining infrastructure in a state of good repair, workforce needs, 
methods to fund freight transportation projects, improvements to the .safety, security, and resilience of 
the freight transportation system, important regulatoiy initiatives, and many other issues relevant to the 
freight transportation. Overall, the NFSP is re.sponsive to all the requirements established for it under 
Section 1 1 15 of the Moving Ahead for Progress inthe 2! si Cenliiry .4ct (MAP-21) (23 USC 167). 

7. U .S. DOT missed the October 2013 deadline in MAP-21 to issue a rule on the use of electronic 
logging devices by commercial motor vehicle operators. U.S. DO f now projects publication of the 
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rule by September of this year. Please provide an update on the status of this rule. 

Response : DOT is working hard to answer this statutory mandate and we believe that we can complete 
our remaining work in a timeframe that would allow us to issue (he final ride in September. 

By leveraging innovative technology with ELDs, we have the opportunity to save lives and boost 
efficiency for both motor carriers and safety inspectors. The rule would increase compliance with the 
hours-qf-service rule (HOS) and decrease the risk of fatigue-related crashes. The proposed ridemaking 
will also significantly reduce the paperwork burden associated with hours-of-service recordkeeping for 
interstate truck and bus drivers. 

FMCSA published a supplemental notice of proposed rulemaking (SNPRM) in the Federal Register on 
March 28. 2014, followed by a 60-day comment period, which was extended on May 16, 2014, for an 
additional 30 days. We received more than 1. 750 comments, including the AnnaLeah and Mary Stand 
Up for Truck Safety petition signed by more than II.OOO individuals. . Given the scope of this 
rulemaking and the related studies the Agency undertook, we were not able to meet the statutory 
timeframes. However, we will continue to work hard towards the September 2015 publication of a final 
rule and the Agency has already starting planning for the rule s implementation. 

Submitted on behalf of Rep. Lee Zeldin : 

1. More than 40 percent of the total increase in highway funding provided through the GROW 
AMERICA Act would come from a single new program, the Critical Immediate Safely Investments 
Program (CISIP). SpeciUcally, the Act requests S7.5 billion for the Critical immediate Safety 
Investments Program, which is composed of three initiatives: The Interstate Bridge Revitalization 
Initiative, which will address structurally deficient bridges on the Interstate System; the Systematic 
Safety Initiative, which will address safety on non-Stale and rural roads; and the State of Good Repair 
Initiative, which will address bridge and pavement improvements and preservation on the National 
Highway System (NHS). In New York, the NHS represents roughly one-third of all state and local 
highways and bridges, which means that two-thirds of the federai-aid eligible highways and bridges in 
the Slate wouid not benefit from this considerable funding stream under this Act. There are 53! New 
York State Department of fransportalion owned bridges and 154 locally owned bridges on Long 
Island. Would you please elaborate as to why states and local governments should not have more 
Hcxibility to use this funding for all federal aid eligible highways and bridges? 

Response : MAP-2} redefined, and the GROW AMERICA Act would continue, the National Highway 
System (NHS) as a network composed of the Interstate Highway System, all principal arterials. 
inlennodal connectors, and roads important to national defense. The NPIS currently includes 
approximately 220.000 miles and provides mobility to the vast maJorUy of the Nation 's population and 
almo.Ht all of its commerce. It supports national defense and promotes intermodal connectivity. While 
NHS mileage accounts for a limited portion of the Nation’s overall public road mileage, it carries 58 
pet cent of all vehicular traffic and 9.- percent of truck-borne freight. While it comprises 53 percent of 
US highway border crossings, it handles 98 percent of the value of total truck trade with Canada and 
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Mexico. Preserving and improving the NHS keeps these critical highways and bridges safe, supports 
U.S. competitiveness in world trade, and improves the U.S. economy. 

GROW AMERICA would continue the National Highway Performance Program (NHPP), which 
emphasizes preservation of the NHS while giving States flexibility to make additional investments to 
enhance NUS condition and operational performance and to build new capacity. The NHPP addresses 
all areas of the United States, including mobility and access in rural areas, ensuring that improvements 
to the NHS benefit both urban and rural settings. The NHPP also ensures that States invest their NHPP 
funds in NHS infrastructure and operations to support the achievement of NHS bridge condition and 
performance targets. States also must develop asset management plans that monitor and evaluate the 
condition of the NHS and optimize the use of the NHPP funds to improve them. 

The Critical Immediate Safety Investments Program (CISIP) Interstate Bridge Revitalization Initiative 
(IBRI) M’ould support and supplement the NHPP and improve the condition of our Nation 's highest 
priority bridges by making available specific funding for bridges to decrease the number of structurally 
deficient bridges on the Interstate Highway System (IMS), thereby preserving a State 's full flexibility in 
using its apportioned NHPP funding. 

The CISIP State of Good Repair Initiative (SGRI) would support and supplement the NHPP. The SGRI 
would focus on the rehabilitation and preservation of existing NHS assets. This is an important aspect 
of this initiaiive. as it would ensure resources are directed to NHS pavements and bridges that need 
immediate preservation or rehabilitation work to avoid further deterioration and more costly repairs in 
the future. 

Submitted on behalf of Rep, Frank LoBiondo : 

1. As you know. FMCSA is now accepting applications from Mexican-domiciled motor vehicle 
carriers to conduct long haul trucking in the United States beyond the commercial border zone, based 
on the supposed "success" of a pilot program from Mexican domiciled carriers from 201 1-2014. 
During the pilot program, FMCSA conducted Pre-Authorization Safety Audits, gave each carrier free 
electronic onboard recorders, inspected every truck as it crossed the border into the United States, 
among other reviews and scrutiny. Going forward with its plan to grant operating authority to new 
carriers from Mexico, will I'MCSA require such carriers to follow the same procedures and be 
subject to the same oversight that itexcrci.sed over participants in the pilot program? If not. please 
provide in detail which procedures, requirements, and oversight actions of the pilot program will not 
be required of applicants for permanent authority. 

Respome : Applicants for long-haul operating authority still undergo Agency safety and security 
vetting. In addition, the applicant must pass a Pre-Authorization Safety A udit (PAS/i) before being 
issued operating authority. During the PASA. FMCSA confirms that the motor carrier has ,vv'.v/t'/?7.v in 
place for managing hour.s-qf-service and agreements in place for drug and alcohol testing. In addition, 
the FMCSA auditor review^s driver tpialificalion files and confirms thaf all of the minimum requirements 
of the PAS.A are met. 
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The operating authority applications are noticed in the FMCSA Register like other IJ.S. and Canadian 
motor carriers. 

Before authority is granted, applicants must file evidence of financial responsibility and process agents, 
like other motor carriers. 

Once a Mexican motor carrier has long-haul authority it must also: 

• Mark all of its vehicles with a "X" at the end of the DOT number to show it is a long-haul motor 
carrier: 

• Undergo an in-depth level I safety inspection every 90 days for its 18 month provisional 
authority and the first 3 years of standard authority (4.5 years toted): 

• Display a current Commercial Vehicle Safety Alliance (CVSA) decal issued by a certified 
inspector to prove the vehicle has passed an inspection. Mexican carriers with long-haul 
authority must display a decal at all times for at least three years after receiving operating 
authority. Any commercial vehicles that are not in compliance will not be allowed to operate 
until their safety has been verified through another inspection: 

• Undergo regular inspections by Customs and Border Protection, as well as FMCSA border 
inspectors, at US. ports of entry: 

• Comply with all Federal Motor Carrier Safely Regulations: 

• Maintain evidence of financial responsibility: 

• Undergo a compliance review in the first IS months that confirms that the required safety 
management systems are in place. 

Mexican motor carriers are not currently required to have electronic monitoring devices on their 
vehicles. However, this would change when the Agency 's Electronic Logging Devices rule is finalized 
and implemented. 

Submitted on behalf Rep. Don Youns : 

1. In your testimony before the Committee, you stated that "too often, projects undergo unnecessarily 
lengthy reviews, and we need to be able to make the types of reforms that will expedite certain 
projects...". Like you, as a former mayor, I believe this must be done. 

1 he Administration proposes directing your agency to implement a concurrent environmental review 
process, rather than waiting for agencies to do their reviews one at a time. The Administration also 
proposes lorcing regulators to take into account whether a proposed highway structure’s transportation 
benefits outweigh navigable water protections. These arc positive steps. 

This Committee will continue to fight for a robust transportation funding package and examine ways 
to tund this need that can find bipartisan support. However, we should be able to find agreement on 
another vital way to improve our Nation’s infrastructure, reforming the federal permitting process. It is 
my intention as a Member ot this Committee to push for this type of reform wherever possible to help 
piojects begin rather than prevent them from sitting. Federal regulators work for Americans; 
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Americans shouldn't work for federal regulators. 

1 .a Do you have any additional aggressive regulatory refonu ideas beyond what's in the 
Administration's proposal, the GF<OW AMERICA Act? 

Response : We believe the GROW America project delivery title sets out the appropriate regulatory 
reform to advance completed and on-going efforts that improve project delivery. The Department 
completed several rulemakings and guidance implementing MAP 21. These, among other things, 
expanded available Categorical Exclusions, expediting many projects. Other MAP 21 actions included 
Guidance to combine a Final Environmental Impact Statement with a Record of Decision, allowing 
elimination of the 30-day required waiting period (40 C.F.R. §1506. 10(b)(2)) in appropriate cases. 
Additionally, through Every Day Counts, the Department maximizes existing flexibility to accelerate 
project delivery. Examples include expanding use of Programmatic Agreements, an efficient process for 
handling routine environmental requirements for commonly encountered project types, and advancing 
eNEPA, an online workspace and collaboration forum for Agencies to complete environmental review 
on major projects requiring an environmental impact statement or an environmental assessment. 

1. b Are there permitting processes that could be eliminated without objection by the Administration? 

Response: We believe that accelerating project delivery and environmental protection are not mutually 
exclusive, and our actions to implement MAP 21. and deploy proven innovation to accelerate project 
delivery under Every Day Counts are making a difference. It is important to recognize that different 
proce.t.ses exist to protect various resources from sensitive habitats to cultural and economic assets that 
strengthen communities. There are opportunities to better harmonize these processes in a way that 
saves time in environmental review and permitting and achieves better outcomes for communities and 
the environment. 

For example, a National Program Comment for common post- 1945 concrete and steel bridges 
effectively removed approximately 200.000 bridges across the country from any further individual 
consideration as potential historic properties under the Section / 06 process, thereby expediting project 
delivery and freeing valuable resources. Another example is the Programmatic Agreements with U.S. 
Coast Guard that improve the process for satisfying environmental review and permitting on projects 
recfiiiring bridge permits. The Agreements establish a process for a coordinated environmental 
document to satisfy USCG and FHWA NEPA requirements and result in shared or faint environmental 
decisions where practicable or concurrent environmental decisions In other cases. 

Building upon these achievements. GROW AMERICA provides further opportunity to achieve greater 
success in protecting our transportation mission with greater efficiency. 

2. i he ['cdeiai Motor Carrier Safety Administration (I'MSCA) recently released a studv t.|uestioning 
the reliability ol police accident reports (PARS) in determining accident fault. The study also 
expressed the beliet that accident Ircqiicncy, regardless of who was actually at fault, is a good 
indicatot ot lleet safely and future risk ot crashes. In some cases, it may indeed be hard to determine 
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fault. But inother cases where it is quite obvious, for example when a truck was rear-ended by ctn 
unsafe motorist, isn't it inaccurate to use these crashes to label a Beet as unsafe and target them for 
enforcement? Can this standard be fixed? 

Response : Through analysis that has been re-verifted over time. FMCSA and other independent 
organizations have confirmed that motor carriers that have been involved in a high number of crashes 
are more likely than other carriers to he involved in future crashes regardless of the role of the carrier 
in the crash. 

Although FMCSA uses all crashes in the Safety Measurement System (SMS) to identify and prioritize 
motor carriers for intervention, the Agency does not display the SMS Crash Indicator Behavior Ancdysis 
Safety Improvement Category (BASIC) percentiles on the public Web site. In addition, the crash 
information on the SMS website clearly advises that ‘'Crashes listed represent a motor carrier 's 
involvement in reportable crashes, regardless of the carrier 's or driver 's role in the crash. " 

In addition. FMCSA fully considers crash preventability be fore issuing a safety rating to ensure that a 
carrier does not receive an adverse safety fitness rating because of a crash that was considered to he 
non-preventahle. Using all crashes for prioritization but only preventable crashes for safety fitness 
determinations balances the concerns of the industry with FMCSA's mission to protect the motoring 
public by using the best performance data currently available. 

The Agency has serious concerns about making decisions regarding the role of a carrier in a crash. 
Other government Agencies such as the National Tran.^portation Safety Board and National Highway 
Traffic Safety Administration stop short of making such decisions for several reasons. First, crashes are 
extremely complex events, and for the Agency to try to make a fault determination after the fact would 
he. in most cases, extremely difficult, costly and time consuming. In addition, the Agency has concerns 
about making a judgment that can have a significant impact on private liability issues. Finally, issues 
with the quality of the available data to make these judgments, outside of the context of a preventability 
determination in a safety rating investigation, are a major concern. 

7 he results of the study referenced called into question (he iLsefulmss of making decisions about a 
carrier s role in the crash when the reports were compared with other data .sources. Understanding the 
concerns about these issues, including how the Agency would manage these issues for over }()(}.(}()() 
reportable cra.shes annually, the Agency is currently reviewing public comments on this issue and will 
ii.se this input as it identifies appropriate next .steps regarding the Crash Indicator BASIC in the SMS. 

Submitted on behalf of Ret). Carlos Curhelo: 

1 . 1 hank you very much for coming before the Committee on t ransportation and Infrastructure. I 
would like to applaud U.S. DOT and yourself for collaborating with our Nation’s research 
universities, through their successful University Transportation Centers (UTCs). Four of these 
Uf Cs are led by fiorida universities, including a school I am honored to represent in my district. 
Florida International University (FlU). 
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Faculty from FIU's College of Engineering partnered with U.S. DOT and the Federal Highway 
Administration (FFIWA) in order to further advance the study and practice of accelerated bridge 
construction and expand the service life of bridges. We're proud that FlU also represents a 
snapshot into the future of a diversified scientific and engineering workforce -many of which will 
be the future source for our transportation and logistics solutions. 1 feel that schools like FIU and U'FCs 
throughout the country are providing some of the most cutting-edge solutions, creating startups that 
in turn create good jobs repairing our infrastructure. What are the benefits of robust UTC funding? 

Response : The University Transportation Centers (UTC) program was initiated by Congress in 1987. 
Since that date, over 10,000 graduate students and 6.000 undergraduate students have participated in 
over 2,500 research projects supported by UTC funding. The UTC program has seen over 10.000 
students earn their master 5 degrees and 1.500 their PhD degrees. This program is a key element in 
maintaining a well-trained workforce of transportation professionals. Currently, there are 125 
universities involved in the UTC program, either as consortia leads or consortia members: this number 
includes i5 minority serving institutions, llie UTC in your district. Florida International University, is 
one of five minority serving institutions that are Tier I UTC consortia leads. 

The UTCs around the country are critical re.search partners for .state Departments of Transportation 
(DOTs). The IfTCs provide research expertise that state DOTs could never maintain in-house. In turn, 
the stale DOTs are often the primary .source of matching funds for the UTCs and as a result a very close 
working relationship is developed, with the UTCs executing applied research as needed by the stales. 

University Transportation Centers also have significant K- 1 2 STEM outreach efforts as a means of 
encouraging young people, in particular minorities, into the transportation sector workforce. 

Continued robust funding of the UTC program is essential for the maintenance of the research 
relationship that exists between the state DOTs and the UTCs. Without this collaboration, much of the 
research needed by state DOTs to solve local, applied problems would not be done. On a broader .scale, 
without robust funding, many national issues (e.g.. automated vehicles, bike-pedestrian safety, 
infrastructure resilience) would not benefit from the advanced research that is al.so executed by the 
U'l Cs. And. finally, the highly trained graduates of UTC programs would not he available to enhance, 
and to advance the skillsets. of the current transportation workforce: and to develop the skilled 
transportation workforce needed to implement new technologies. 

2. The FHWA puts our bridge challenge as this: of the country's 600.000 bridges, 27 percent 
have been deemed deficient and in need ot repair or replacement. C'onsiderlng resources are 
limited, it is stii! important that we get most out of our existing bridges and guarantee we design 
new bridges to last longer. This demands greater attention to service life design. FHWA previously 
stated a program called the Long-Term Bridge Performance Program (LTBPP). What has been the 
impact ol the L IBPP, and how can we work together to be more thoughtful about our 
transportation investments in order to enhance the long-term performance of our bridges? 

R^yon^ The FHWA Long Term Bridge Performance (LTBP) Program was created to develop a 
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comprehensive, scientific database of bridge condition and performance information that can he used to 
improve fulure bridge design and inform asset management decision-making. The Program is guided by 
the /. TBP State Coordinators group, consisting of representatives from each State Department of 
Transportation. State highway agency, and the District of Columbia. 

Data collection protocols that will standardize collection of performance-related data of bridge 
structures on a national basis are an example of the impact of the LTBP Program. Another example of 
the impact of the LTBP Program is the RABIT^^ Robotic Assisted Bridge Inspection Tool, a product 
developed through LTBP Program efforts. The RABTI^^ is an autonomous robotic system that 
integrates non-destructive evaluation technologies to assist in the data collection and assessment of 
concrete bridge deck condition in a more efficient, safe, and detailed manner. We have communicated 
with States on the success of this new robotic assessment tool and how they can use it in making bridge 
repair and replacement decisions. 

As the LTBP Program matures and data collection pertaining to all high priority performance topics 
continues, the potential future impacts of the LTBP Program are many. LTBP Program field data, when 
combined with other existing bridge performance-related data, will guide bridge investments through 
enhanced decision-making ability supported by the development of interactive data-driven bridge 
performance forecasting tools for the first time ever. Ultimately. States will he able to better understand 
the needs of their bridges, compare those needs with other transportation investment needs, and make 
more strategic investment decisions that will improve overall network performance. 

Submitted on behalf of Rep, Lou Barletta : 

1 . It is my understanding that according to the FH WA's Highway Cost Allocation Study, the 
80,000 pound single trailer trucks on the road today only pay for about 80 percent of the damage 
they cause to the roads and bridges. Is this correct? 

Response : The most recent Highway Cost Allocation study analyzed for the year 2000 the equity of the 
distribution of Highway Trust Fund (HTF) revenue collections among different vehicle classes. For 
each vehicle class, the equity ratio calculated as (a) the percent .share of total user revenue paid 
into the Highway Trust Fund (HTF) by that vehicle class, divided by (b) the percent share of Federal- 
aid Highway Program costs paid from the HTF that are attributable to that vehicle class. For 
combination trucks with gross registered weights of 75,000-80,000 pounds, the study reported an equity 
ratio of 80 percent; slightly rounded, this equals the estimated revenue share of 18. 1 percent divided by 
the estimated cost share of 22.4 percent. However, this estimate pertains to all combination trucks 
within (hat weight interval, rather than to single trailer trucks specifically. 

Even for trucks in this broader class, this estimate does not mean that they currently pay about 80 
percent of the damage they cause to roads and bridges. A more accurate interpretation is that in 2000. 
combination trucks in that weight interval were paying in HTF user taxes about 80 percent of the 
Fedet al-aid Highway Program costs attributed to them, including costs other than pavement damage 
from heavy vehicle traffic, such as weather-related damage to pavements and costs for safety projects 
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and other system enhancements. (These other costs were allocated among vehicle classes according to 
shares of VMT and other criteria). 

2. And that the longer double-trailers or heavier single-trailer trucks that the trucking industly 
wants would only pay for an even lower share of the damage they cause. Is this correct? 

Response : The answer to this question depends on the specific characteristics of the types of the vehicles 
and the conditions under which they would be allowed to operate. As noted in the report, many factors 
affect the relative equity ratios of different vehicles, including the number and types (single, tandem, or 
tridem) of axles, the types of roads on which they travel, and their operating weight distributions. In the 
most recent Highway Cost Allocation study, the equity ratios estimated for combination trucks do not 
always decrease with truck size or weight. For an 8-axle twin trailer with a registered weight of 
1 10.000 pounds, the equity ratio is estimated to be 1.0, compared to 0.9 for a 5-axle tractor semi-trailer 
registered at 80.000 pounds. (Please note that these estimates are from the study published in 1997; the 
May 2000 addendum to the study updated the analysis but did not present the same detailed equity 
ratios by vehicle class.) 

3. Do you have any ideas how we could recover the full costs of the damage done by the heaviest 
trucks? Will the Comprehensive fruck Size and Weight Limits Study address this? 

Response : The Study will include a comparative analysis of the impacts from trucks operating at or 
within current Federal size and weight regulations to trucks operating above those limits regarding 
infrastructure (pavement) service life and highway bridge performance. In addition, the Study will 
assess the impacts that six-axle truck and other alternative tractor-trailer combinations would have if 
they were allowed to operate nationally. The Study will estimate costs associated with strengthening or 
replacing bridges unable to accommodate certain alternative truck configurations and costs associated 
with the impacts of these alternative truck configurations on pavement life-cycle. 

The work performed and the findings produced in (he Study can inform the debate on the.se matters but 
do not provide definitive evidence or direction to .support any particular course of action. As such, the 
Study will not recommend how best to recoup costs ifCongre.ss decides that a change in Federal truck 
size and weight limits should he undertaken. 

States currently have various mechanisms available to charge heavy trucks for the damage to highway 
infrastructure (hat (hey impose. The cost of State-Issued divisible load and non-divisihle load permits is 
an example of such a tool. 

4. There arc more than 147.000 bridges in this country that are structurally dellcient or functionally 
obsolete. It would take about $121 billion just to repair them. In my state of Pennsylvania, we have 
more than 9.400 structurally dellcient or functionally obsolete bridges. I don't know where we get 
the money tor that. Do you think it is good policy to allow heavier trucks that virtually everyone 
concedes would do even more damage to our bridges? Where would we get the money to pay for the 
additional damage caused by bigger trucks? 
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Response: Identifying a source of revenue siijficient to address bridge needs and to bring the highway 
network into a state of good repair is a significant challenge under active discussion at all levels of 
government. Balancing freight productivity needs that support a vibrant economy with the stewardship 
responsibilities of overseeing a safe highway network also is an ongoing challenge. In making decisions 
on the size and weight of vehicles allowed on the Nation 's highway system. Congress must carefully 
weigh these and a variety of other factors. The work performed and the findings produced in this study 
will help inform Congress' decisions on these matters, hut will not suggest any particular course of 
action. 

Submitted on behalf of Rankins Member Peter DeFazio : 

1. ft is my understanding that FMCSA has provided comments to the Mexican government in the 
context of Mexico working to amend its motor carrier regulatory standards to be comparable to U.S. 
standards. Please verify what communications FMCSA has had with Mexico on the updating of 
Mexico's vehicle and maintenance standards {NOM-068), as well as other standards governing driver 
qualifications, hours of service, and drug and alcohol testing. Please provide the Committee with 
copies of any final comments, as well as any related written communications, submitted by the U.S. 
DOT to the Mexican government related to these efforts. 

Response : Copies of FMCSA s comments on the NOM-68 are attached. Mexico considered these 
comments (as well as ones from their public process) in developing their fined rule that was published 
on January 19, 2015. [ Editor’s note : FMCSA’s comments on the NOM-68 are available at the 
Government Publishing Office's f-'cderal Digital System (FDsys.gov) at 
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CPRT-U4HPR'l'94448/pdf/CPRT-n4HPRT94448.pdf.] 

Submitted on behalf of Rankinu Member Eleanor ffolmes Norton: 

1. This Committee has long been interested in ensuring that there is a level playing field for small 
business enterprises owned by women or minorities to compete for Department of Transportation 
contracts. To this end, Congress has statutorily authorized the U.S. DOT'S Disadvantaged Business 
Enterprises program in every surface transportation bill since the Surface fransportalion Assistance 
Act of 1982. The purpose ot these provisions was to address past and current discrimination against 
minority and women-owned small businesses, and to ensure that they are provided equal opportunity 
to compete for DOT assisted highways and public transportation project. Please submit any 
information and evidence the Department has compiled showing that race or gender discrimination 
continues to affect the highway and transit construction industry and related businesses. 

Response Over the past several decades, the Department of Transportation and other federal agencies 
have submitted similar disparity and other studies to Congress on which Congress has relied in part to 
find that there is a compelling need to authorize the Department of Transportation to create and to 
maintain its Disadvantaged Business Lnterprise (DBE) Program. Unfortunately, as demonstrated by 
numerous more recent studies and data, including those attached hereto, although significant progress 
has occurred due to the enactment of the DBE program, dlscriminatkm remains a significant harrier for 
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minorily- and women-owned businesses seeking to do business in highway and transit-related markets. 
Please see the included CD for data. i Editor^s note : The list of studies referenced above follows the 
response to Rep. Daniel Lipinski below. The CD containing the studies and data is available in the 
Clerk's office. Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, shelved with the printed copies of this 
hearing. j 

Submitted on behalf of Ren. Daniel Lipinski: 

i . It is important that we strike a balance on sleep apnea testing to ensure that drivers who need 
screening and treatment receive this attention while making sure that drivers who do not exhibit apnea 
symptoms are not forced to undergo testing. Last Congress, legislation I helped author was passed on this 
topic, requiring FMCSA to set any new sleep apnea requirements by a rulemaking. Where is the 
Department with this rulemaking? 

Response : FMCSA does not currently have plans for initiating a rulemaking concerning Obstructive 
Sleep Apnea because there is insufficient information to estimate the costs or safety benefits of such a 
rulemaking. Presently we are collecting and analyzing the necessary data and research to quantify the 
costs and safety benefits, but have no immediate plans to move forward with a rulemaking. At this time, 
a .sleep apnea test is not required to obtain or renew a driver 's medical examiner ’s certificate. The 
Agency 's current guidance to medical examiners recommends, hut does not require, that, if they detect 
any evidence of a respiratory dysfunction such as sleep apnea, that is in any way likely to interfere with 
a driver 's ability to safely control and drive a commercial motor vehicle, the driver should be referred 
to a specialist for further evaluation and therapy. In February 2015. the Agency issued a bulletin to all 
healthcare providers on its National Registry of Certified Medical Examiners, emphasizing that sleep 
apnea screening and testing is not recpiired for truck and bus drivers so that the examiners would more 
clearly explain to drivers their rationale for recommending testing for obstructive sleep apnea. 
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2 



89 


Georgia 
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Consulting for the Georgia Department of Administration (2012) 
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NERA Economic Consulting for August-Richmond County Georgia (2009) 
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Ph.D., for the City of Chicago MAVBE Program (2009) 

Race, Sex, and Business Enterprise: Evidence from the State of Illinois and the Chicago 
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The City of New York Disparity Study, presented by Mason Tillman Associates, Ltd. for 
the City of New York (2005) 
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(2009) 
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( 2010 ) 
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Corporation for the City of Philadelphia (2012) 

City of Philadelphia, Fiscal Year 2010 Annual Disparity Study, Prepared by Econosuit 
Corporation for the City of Philadelphia (201 1) 

City of Philadelphia, Fiscal Year 2009 Annual Disparity Study, Prepared by Econosuit 
Corporation for the City of Philadelphia (2010) 

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania Department of General Services: Disparity Study in 
Building Construction and Building Design, Prepared by Mason Tillman Associates, Ltd. 
for the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania Department of General Services (2007) 
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Race, Sex, and Business Enterprise: Evidence from Memphis, Tennessee, Prepared by 
NERA Economic Consulting for the Memphis-Shelby County Airport Authority (2008) 
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Metropolitan Government of Nashville and Davidson County: Disparity Study Final 
Report, Prepared by Griffin and Strong for Nashville and Davidson County (2004) 


Texas 
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Houston, Prepared by NERA Economic Consulting for the Northeast Ohio Regional 
Sewer District (2012) 
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A Historically Underutilized Business Disparity Study of State Contracting 2009 Final 
Report, Prepared by MGT of America, Inc. for the State of Texas (2010) 

San Antonio Regional Business Disparity Causation Analysis Study, Prepared by MGT of 
America for the City of San Antonio, Texas (2009) 

Race, Sex, and Business Enterprise: Evidence from the City of Austin, Prepared by NERA 
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February 1 1, 2015 

The Honorable Bill Shuster 
Chairman 

Committee on Transportation & infrastructure 
2165 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515 


The Honorable Peter DeFazio 
Ranking Member 

Committee on Transportation & Infrastructure 
2163 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515 


Dear Chairman Shuster and Ranking Member DeFazio; 

Thank you for holding today’s hearing entitled, “Surface Transportation Reauthorization Bill; Laying 
the Foundation for U.S, Economic Growth and Job Creation Part I". We applaud your work to ensure 
infrastructure development is a priority in the 1 14*'' Congress. On behalf of the Portland Cement 
Association (PCA), 1 wish to share the views of America's cement manufacturers on reauthorization. 

First and foremost. Congress must ensure that the Highway Trust Fund (HTF) is financed through a 
steady and reliable .source of revenue. Absent the enactment of legislation that achieves long-term 
.solvency, the condition of highways throughout the United States will continue to worsen, impeding 
mobility and inhibiting economic growth. Your efforts to generate thoughtful and constructive dialogue 
on how to address our long-term funding needs are greatly appreciated. 

While establi.shing a sustainable mechanism for funding our nation’s infrastructure is critically 
important, the promotion of practices that maximize the value of limited federal resources is also crucial. 
Today, various economic analysis tools are being utilized by states across the country to make more 
cost-effective decisions in transportation planning. These practices take into account not only a project’s 
initial investment, but also maintenance expenditures and user costs over its anticipated life, and salvage 
value. Strengthening the ability of decision makers to choo.se the most cost-effective alternatives can 
save hundreds of millions of dollars, allowing agencies to devote limited funding to a greater number of 
key projects. PCA was very pleased with efforts to enhance federal support for Alternative 
Design/Alternative Bid (ADMB) in the I IS"* Congress and believes that the reauthorization of MAP-21 
should include provisions to encourage practices that help deliver the most cost-effective solutions. 

With the condition of our roads and bridges declining at an alarming rate, rehabilitation of the nation's 
infrastructure is a high priority. As Congress develops legislation to support rebuilding our aging 
transportation system with today’s significant resource constraints, it is critical that we embrace longer 
lasting pavement solutions. Properly designed concrete pavements are routinely designed to last more 
than 50 years and require minimal maintenance and rehabilitation (limiting the traffic disruption these 
activities cause) during the first 20 years of service. This reduces future demand on Flighway Trust Fund 
resources and contributes to responsible stewardship ofthis national asset. 
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Recent studies show that in addition to the significant benefits related to longevity, concrete pavements, 
being more rigid, can benefit highway users with significant fuel savings. Researchers at the 
Massachusetts institute of Technology (MIT) have estimated that using stiffer pavements on the nation’s 
roads could reduce overall vehicle fuel consumption by as much as 3 percent, with a commensurate 
reduction in emissions to the environment. 

Dedicated federal funding for implementation and deployment of advanced and beneficial highway 
technologies will accelerate the modernization of our transportation system. PCA supports efforts to 
continue funding pavement technology deployment through the surface transportation program. The 
Moving Ahead for Progress in the 2R' Century Act (MAP-21) provided SI2 million in annua! support 
for the Accelerated Implementation and Deployment of Pavement Technologies (AID-PT) program. 

This initiative, widely supported by the pavement and transportation industries, is successfully 
accelerating the adoption of Innovative pavement technologies by highway agencies. Cement 
manufacturers favor reauthorizing this successful program. 

As the Committee moves to reauthorize MAP-21, PCA encourages you to consider how we can build on 
the reforms contained in MAP-2 ! to further improve the planning and spending decisions of 
transportation officials, while providing a sustainable source of funding for the Highway Trust Fund 
over the long-term. 

PCA looks forward to working with you and Members of the Committee on these important issues. 
Should you have any questions or need more information, please fee! free to contact me. 

Sincerely yours. 



James Toscas 

President and Chief Executive Officer 
Portland Cement Association 

cc: Members of the Committee on Transportation & Infrastructure 
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